Preserving Our Faith 

William Norman Grigg's Front Page article in the July 27th issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN could not have been more timely! Ever since Randy Engel's splendid article 
unmasking the fraud of sex education masked with "God language" (January 27th TNA), our 
team has wanted to pull the veil off the Gaia cult. Grigg masterfully explains how the "Gaia 
hypothesis" leads the naive from eco-empathy to globalism. 

TNA readers interested in the Gaia initiative should look for The Gaia Peace Atlas: 
Survival into the Third Millenium, with the foreword by Javier Perez de Cuellar, former 
secretary-general to the United Nations. Inside this 272-page compendium every conceivable 
argument by the disciples of organized naturalism is graphically presented. The book closes with 
the chapter "Voices: Our Children's Children," in which ecologist Diana Schumacher sums up 
the conspiracy as follows: 


We must at all cost prevent those policies which cause irreversible 
damage. These are summed up as the 5 damnable D's: Destruction -- of the human 
species and the environment caused by war and pollution. Depletion -- of 
non-renewable resources and creation of waste. Dismantling -- of traditional 
values without replacing them with more sustainable and holistic alternatives. 
Denial -- of human rights, including the right to clean air, water, seas and 
uncontaminated soil; the right to food and resources; denial of the rights of the 
Earth itself. Desecration -- of the biogenetic and spiritual links which bind the 
Creator with the creation of mankind and nature. 


Fundamental to this conspiracy is the elimination of faith in God and His rights. God 
created the world, just as He created us. We must vindicate God's rights in order to save 
ourselves. 

SYLVIA GALAN 

Catholics for the Preservation 
of Holy Innocence 

Miami, Florida 


Opposite Offense? 

Although writers who advocate conservation practices and limitation of human 
population may sometimes overstate their views, THE NEW AMERICAN commits the same 
offense in the opposite direction by tending to deride efforts of social leaders who encourage the 
development of a perpetual balance between optimal human populations and the complex natural 
world. 

The article "A World of Plenty" in your June Ist issue is a case in point. The statistics 
author Robert W. Lee cites are misleading. While humanity may "occupy" (with homes, roads, 
and other structures) no more than one percent to three percent of the ice-free land area of the 
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planet, we already use a much larger portion of the space that is reasonably suitable for use. 
While it may be true that 40 billion people could be fed for a time, they would have to 
accept a largely cereal diet. Many of the densely populated areas in the world depend for their 
food on outside sources. 
Much of the land of the planet is mountains and desert and is not easily usable for 
significant food production. 
There is a limit to the number of human beings the earth can support. It might even be 
100 billion! But what is the virtue of increasing human numbers to the absolute maximum? Do 
other life forms count for nothing? 
HERBERT H. KERSTEN 
Fort Dodge, Iowa 


Environmental Update 

I am glad that you made the June Ist "environmental" issue of TNA available. 

I would be glad to see the July 13th issue made available in the same manner. Its 
overview of the results and the participants of the UN Earth Summit gives information that 
should be widely available. 

MAURICE LUCAS 
Sidney, Kentucky 


FRONT PAGE President Bush to POW/MIA Families: "Shut Up 


and Sit Down!" 


William P. Hoar 


William P. Hoar is Washington editor for THE NEW AMERICAN. 


The dam is beginning to crack badly, and a flood of hitherto concealed intelligence about 
Americans who were long held by the communists -- some undoubtedly alive until at least very 
recently and who may still be held -- is bursting forth. The brutality of communists is 
well-documented. But would Americans ditch their best, and then deny knowledge of them? Yes. 
Deplorably, it is clear that, in the Vietnam War as in previous conflicts, top-ranking American 
officials knew our men were captives and left them to decompose a bit at a time, for decades on 
end. 


As a partial declassification has been forced upon the U.S. government, the evidence of 
collusion has mounted. Former Representative Billy Hendon of North Carolina, an expert on the 
issue who is very familiar with the files, is now able to speak freely about what they show. In 
late July, at a convention of the National Alliance of Families held outside Washington, DC, 
Hendon noted that one of the internal reviews of U.S. handling of POWs and MIAs was blatant 
enough to prove that a "conspiracy" was involved, a conclusion that should shock no one 
familiar with the facts. A memorandum written by a Navy admiral, said Hendon, spoke of how 
in the early 1980s the North Carolinian and a few of his congressional colleagues were creating 
big problems because they knew what was in the files. So the POW team in the Pentagon simply 
decided to "damage limit" the congressmen. 

Clear Conspiracy 

Hendon recalled the memo as noting that those on the inside of the Pentagon needed to 
get together with New York congressmen such as Stephen Solarz and Ben Gilman, who held 
influential committee positions. "Read that memorandum," challenged Hendon, and everybody 
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who thinks those who "believe there is a conspiracy are a little bit wacky" will be convinced 
otherwise. It is a "clear conspiracy on the part of the Executive Branch" to cover up, said 
Hendon. "It can be nothing else." 

Little wonder President Bush took some verbal flak that same weekend when he 
addressed another convention of POW families, that of the National League of Families, at their 
convention held in another nearby hotel outside Washington. The ruckus was given front-page 
newspaper coverage and network television play. The National League, it must be emphasized, is 
a group that has been widely reproached for accepting without criticism every unlikely finding of 
successive Administrations. Despite mountains of evidence in the other direction, it is the group 
that is seemingly under so much control that it has taken an official position rejecting conspiracy 
and cover-up. 

In his controversial resignation letter charging a cover-up, Colonel Millard Peck, who in 
1991 stepped down as chief of the Special Office for Prisoners of War and Missing in Action, 
concluded that the National League's director Ann Mills Griffiths is in "the perfect position to 
clamor for 'progress,' while intentionally impeding the effort." Obviously, however, not all in the 
League buy the party line. In any event, at the League convention, Mr. Bush was met by the 
frustrated loved ones of MIAs who demanded the full truth. 

Men Were Left Behind 

Testimony and other evidence before the Senate Select Committee on POW/MIA Affairs 
has led even liberal Chairman Senator John Kerry (D-MA) to conclude that more than a hundred 
Americans who were known to have been alive in enemy hands were left behind in Vietnam. 
And the U.S. government, which knew more than it admitted, simply lied. 

Actually, Kerry's numbers are very low. In his revealing book The Bamboo Cage, British 
author Nigel Cawthorne noted that at the time of Operation Homecoming in 1973, U.S. officials 
"were expecting another 400 to 500 men -- Air Force, Navy and Marine fliers that they had good 
reason to believe had survived being shot down and who were subsequently captured." 

As far back as 1981, the former head of the Defense Intelligence Agency, General 
Eugene Tighe, testified before Congress about Americans being forsaken. In 1986, Tighe again 
concluded: "A large volume of evidence leads to the conclusion that POWs are still alive." 
Tighe, from his unique vantage point, had determined that between 92 and 97 percent of the 
refugee reports were accurate. The DIA itself, however, has put out the line that no sightings can 
be confirmed. When Tighe came to his conclusions, Hendon recalls what happened to the 
general: They "bugged his office," they "made him change his report, and they marked it. secret" 
until it was dug out by Senator Bob Smith (R-NH) and other probers on the Senate Select 
Committee on POW/MIA Affairs. 

There have been some startling developments in recent weeks: 

¢ A joint U.S.-Russian Commission on POWs revealed that -- surprise! -- the Soviets lied 
for 50 years or so. Even a spokesman for the U.S. State Department (which would not know an 
American interest if it saw one) admitted that "it was acknowledged that in spite of the 
assurances of all Soviet leaders from Khrushchev to Gorbachev that there were no Americans on 
the territory of the USSR, a preliminary study of documents attests to the fact that Americans 
were present on Soviet territory and that remains of Americans may still be present." The State 
Department was not really surprised by this, since it had reached this same conclusion long ago. 

¢ Senator Bob Smith learned from Russian intelligence that 125 servicemen from the 
Korean War who had been listed as presumed dead or missing were in fact survivors who had 
been handed over to KGB interrogators in North Korea, with some then sent to Communist 
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China. 

¢ The Los Angeles Times determined, from Defense Department evidence, that several 
dozen American prisoners from the Korean War were sent to Red China, where they were 
subjected to psychological and medical experimentation. A facility in the Manchurian city of 
Harbin was reportedly utilized for this, after which some were executed. Beijing naturally issued 
a denial. 

¢ The Gaines report, named after Air Force Colonel Kimball Gaines -- issued in 1986, 
and whose very existence was denied to the Congress by the Pentagon in 1990 -- found that the 
POW/MIA program's data base was a "wasteland," that it was hurt by "unhealthy attitudes," and 
that its files were "unprofessional, sloppy, incomplete." Commented Gaines in the report, which 
is among those declassified, "It should be noted with trepidation that there are some 600 hearsay 
reports of live sightings backlogged in the division which have not had any evaluation." This 
means witnesses came forward with personal knowledge about Americans, testified (often under 
duress) to U.S. authorities about what they had heard and seen, and those hundreds of accounts 
were then figuratively tossed in the back of a drawer to gather dust. 

¢ Testimony of an Army intelligence specialist has been given to the Senate Committee 
on POW/MIA Affairs, pointing out: "During the period June 1973 through July 1975, I 
personally saw, distributed and briefed high-ranking officers of the [Pentagon's] Joint Staff on 
intelligence reports, analyses and operations regarding the transfer of U.S. POWs and/or MIAs 
from the custody of North Vietnam or Laotian authorities through Soviet bloc nations, or directly 
into the USSR. Further, it was the considered opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the entire 
U.S. intelligence community, that at the conclusion of Operation Homecoming in 1973 there 
were an estimated 290 to 340 U.S. POWs and MIAs alive and held captive in Laos." 

* Code-breakers for the National Security Agency, at long last allowed to testify, have 
officially revealed their inside knowledge about POWs being shipped to the Soviet Union. 

Deplorable Track Record 

Of course, the Vietnamese themselves have a long history of using POWs as bait (French 
soldiers came home long after they had supposedly died in their own Indochina war). Their 
behavior toward American prisoners was expected -- and confirmed. There have been diverse 
live POW sightings clustered in specific locations, satellite photo evidence, testimony 
corroborated by polygraph, radio traffic intercepts, and a variety of other proofs gathered over 
the years. 

Henry Kissinger himself knew of photographs, taken by the communists, of almost a 
score of live Americans who were neither repatriated nor otherwise accounted for. Kissinger 
admitted a decade ago: "We knew of at least 80 instances in which an American serviceman had 
been captured alive and had subsequently disappeared. The evidence consisted of either voice 
communications from the ground in advance of capture or photographs and names published by 
the communists." 

Kissinger and Nixon were not the first to write off Americans. As long ago as 1955, for 
instance, President Dwight Eisenhower ordered the U.S. government to cover up the abduction 
of some 800 American Korean War POWs, reports Mark Sauter of the Tacoma, Washington 
Morning News Tribune, an experienced hand in this area. This revelation came from retired 
Army Colonel Philip J. Corso, a former White House intelligence officer, and is "verified by a 
Senate investigator and US. intelligence documents." 

This was not the first time Eisenhower was involved in a public deception over American 
prisoners of war in the hands of Moscow. A then-Secret Priority message signed by General 
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Eisenhower on May 19, 1945 to the Allied Supreme Headquarters stated that the "numbers of 
U.S. prisoners estimated in Russian control" was 25,000. Other Army documents dated May 
1945 estimated the numbers at between 15,000 and 20,000. Yet the public position of the U.S. 
government on June 1, 1945 was that virtually all American Gls had been repatriated. 

Now the Russians admit that they had kept Americans -- even after we had been "allies" 
in World War II. (Almost 60,000 Japanese and Koreans were kept in the post WWII-Soviet 
Union, Moscow admitted in 1991; North Korea, after three decades, somehow found 15 more 
American bodies just this May.) Camps in Russia are now being examined. Yet, following Boris 
Yeltsin's admissions, the Bush Administration then said it wanted definite answers within weeks 
from the maw of communist intelligence. Whereupon, the U.S. man-on-the-scene in Moscow, 
Malcolm Toon, further set the stage for excuses, claiming Yeltsin had mis-spoken. Toon himself, 
after less than a week in the world's largest country, proclaimed his determination that there were 
no Americans being held there against their will. 

Internal U.S. government documents acknowledge the official response for years has 
been to try to discredit such evidence. Outright erroneous stories were deliberately given to 
family members. But Moscow is expected at once to come clean. 

The classified files on Vietnam after the war include reports about a complex called the 
"Citadel" in Hanoi where Americans were reportedly seen as late as 1984. A 1986 DIA report 
discovered "evidence that establishes the probability that live American personnel are still held 
captive in Laos and Vietnam." Then that report was altered. The current Senate committee's staff 
has concluded that Americans remained "in captivity in Vietnam and Laos as late as 1989," 
though that conclusion has not yet been officially released. 

More Updating 

After all these years, the developments are now coming relatively fast and furious. As 
Captain Eugene "Red" McDaniel of the American Defense Institute told THE NEW 
AMERICAN not long ago, where there used to be only an occasional story on POWs, each day 
of late brings new accounts. There has also been fallout from the recent conventions on POWs 
and MIAs. 

As is her wont, following the protest at the National League of Families convention, 
executive director Ann Mills Griffiths came out in public support of President Bush. She ran a 
large advertisement, in the form of an open letter, in the July 29th Washington Post, in which 
she apologized for the "rude and disrespectful behavior of a small but organized minority" that 
was "both undeserved and outrageous." Political motivations were insinuated in the letter, a 
charge declared to be "completely false" by a group of POW families and board members who 
not only disagreed with the apology, but said it was made "without the support and approval of 
all POW family members." 

At virtually the same time that this apology was appearing (and more than a month after 
former Ambassador Malcolm Toon tried to squelch Russian reports about Americans being 
held), the newspaper Izvestia published an article in Moscow by General Dmitry Volkogonov, 
the Russian co-chairman of the joint commission on POWs, who said that newly discovered 
intelligence documents had been "unearthed from the depths of the [KGB] archives, which were 
top-secret until just recently." According to Volkogonov, the senior military advisor to Russian 
President Boris Yeltsin, 39 Americans whose names were of Russian, Belarussian, Ukrainian, or 
Lithuanian origin were imprisoned after World War II. Pressured to renounce their U.S. 
citizenship, the Americans who refused were jailed as spies, said the general; those who did 
renounce their citizenship were imprisoned anyway. "There is reason to believe that some of 
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them are still alive and that they live on the territory of the former USSR," wrote Volkogonov. 
Proof from the Skies 

Above we made reference to satellite photography. One such, a December 1980 picture 
that was in the possession of the Defense Intelligence Agency, had the message in Morse: "52 
SOS POW K." The letter "K" represents the secret designation that there is a U.S. Air Force pilot 
on the ground, alive, and in need of rescue. It was this photograph, said returned POW and 
retired Navy Captain Eugene "Red" McDaniel, who saw it when he was director for Navy 
Liaison for the U.S. House of Representatives, that turned him around on the issue of the 
missing. Until that time, recalled McDaniel in an interview with THE NEW AMERICAN, he 
was predisposed to believe all American military men had come home. The proofs became too 
overwhelming for that conclusion, and he has become tireless in his effort to bring about 
accountability. 

Another even more recent photograph, which has been publicly referred to by Billy 
Hendon and others, clearly shows the letters "USA" and, underneath that, the letter "K" again. 
The Drug Enforcement Agency took this photo on January 22, 1988 as part of its search for 
opium fields. Nor does this photo stand alone, since there have been 91 reports filed concerning 
the area (Sam Neua in Laos), which have made references to POWs, from small groups up to 
groups of more than 100. 

The Citadel, mentioned previously, is essentially Vietnam's Pentagon, the headquarters of 
the People's Army of Vietnam. Hendon, drawing on the available intelligence, knows where its 
underground facilities are located, with street locations and numbers of American POWs who 
have been seen by multiple sources. Beneath the Citadel, said the former lawmaker, there is "no 
question" in anyone's mind who has read the intelligence report that "there's a huge prison under 
there, and they had tons of Americans there from 1973 ... all the way to '88 in November." The 
sources put it near Ly Nam De Street, right by the tomb of Ho Chi Minh where it had originally 
been built as a bomb shelter. 

The Defense Intelligence Agency insists that every source who comes up with one of 
these reports is wrong or a liar. That is the DIA's presupposition. In fact, as Billy Hendon has 
disclosed, on the official form used to report live sightings of prisoners, there is not even a place 
to check should it be proven that an American is indeed held captive. All the indicated places to 
check force the analyst to draw other conclusions. 

In the various internal studies of how the POW issue was being handled, the Brooks, 
Gaines, and Tighe reports all point to a lack of the simplest techniques in connection with 
live-sighting reports -- in particular, mapping. Within hours after the first set of documents had 
been declassified, Billy Hendon showed the families of those missing what such a map looks 
like. Taking some 1,350 of the best reports, Hendon had prepared a map with pins representing 
each sighting and when it occurred. To be included the sighting had to be of multiple prisoners; 
none were included of men who may have stayed behind voluntarily. Each sighting must have 
been reported as being of confined Americans. The evidence of that map is striking. The 
Pentagon calls it the "clusters theory." 

The extremely detailed reports -- by witnesses who have frequently passed polygraph 
tests given them independently over a period of years, and who would have nothing to gain by 
lying -- are impressive. That is, unless your orders are to believe nothing -- not even 
"circumstantial evidence" sufficient to convict a murderer in a U.S. court of law. The same DIA 
whose internal critics have shown it to be so faulty says they are all lies. As Colonel Gaines 
commented in a report that was declassified in late July: "Intense effort is initially focused on 
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veracity of sources with a view toward discrediting them. This penchant has overridden the 
seeking of the corroborative data necessary to support the sighting." 
Shooting the Messenger 

Strange becomes commonplace in this business. The well-publicized photo of three men 
that appeared last year on the cover of Newsweek has been recently debunked by the Pentagon, 
but the Pentagon's response is itself suspect. No publishing information is given for the 
"magazine" from which it was supposedly found in Cambodia, and it reportedly was not a 
magazine published in the Khmer language. Moreover, the families who knew the men best are 
not convinced and they have forensic specialists who back up their claim that those depicted are 
their relatives. Fingerprints accompanied the photograph, fingerprints which certainly could have 
been compared for authenticity with those on file with the military. Yet, those fingerprints and 
all copies in the hands of the U.S. government seem to have disappeared. Albro Lundy III, son of 
Air Force Major Albro Lundy, Jr., whose family believes him to be shown in the disputed 
photograph, told THE NEW AMERICAN that his father's fingerprints have now been confirmed 
destroyed. He was told this by DOD's Carl Ford, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
International Security Affairs. 

Were the destroyed fingerprints just another snafu? Reporter David Hendrix, who has 
long followed the POW issue for the Riverside County, California Press-Enterprise, reports that 
the U.S. government has no idea how many fingerprints of MIAs might be missing from their 
records and does not intend to find out. Hendrix also claims to have uncovered a secret operation 
that relocated some missing Americans under new identities and that involved the cooperation of 
several foreign governments and sub-rosa aid to Vietnam. Some of the returnees, he believes, 
may have been deserters whose presence in and return from Southeast Asia (as in the case of 
Robert Garwood), if done normally, would have been too embarrassing, since both sides publicly 
were saying that there were no Americans there. Those involved, Hendrix contends, have shown 
more fear than almost anyone he has ever encountered. The Senate Committee has been 
examining the evidence of such reports. 

"Moscow Bound" 

The Senate Committee has also recently heard from retired NSA intelligence 
crypto-linguist Terrell Minarcin, whose unit in 1981 was ordered to provide communications 
support for a rescue mission. Two years after that, Minarcin was ordered to look for live 
prisoners because the Soviets had asked Vietnam for slave laborers. Also in 1981, according to 
several published accounts, Vietnam is said to have offered live American POWs in return for $4 
billion dollars. That is just about the amount that Henry Kissinger had secretly offered North 
Vietnam in reparations years before. 

Jerry Mooney, a retired NSA intelligence analyst, has also appeared before the Senate 
Committee. He says: "I'm just the tip of the iceberg .... You need more than people like me, 
people who work in the field .... You have to get up to where the intelligence is interpreted and 
used for policy and politics." Nevertheless, Mooney turned over to the committee lists of 
American prisoners on which he had worked for more than two years to reconstruct from 
memory. These lists, with some 120 to 140 names, were comprised of those he believed were 
captured alive. Mooney's originals indicated which POWs he had analyzed as being "Moscow 
Bound," which of those may have been executed, and "who to ask" about prisoners held after 
1973. 

The Pathet Lao headquarters in the Sam Neua district was the main Soviet interrogation 
center, according to Nigel Cawthorne's study, where certain prized prisoners were sent. Special 
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flak traps had been set up in hopes of getting prisoners who could provide technical information, 
particularly that which would improve Moscow's air defenses. These men, with considerable 
technical expertise, were believed to have been kept in a completely different prison system than 
those who were returned in Operation Homecoming. At the Laotian headquarters, they would get 
final debriefing, Cawthorne wrote in The Bamboo Cage. "Once they had been persuaded to 
co-operate, these men would be taken on to Sary Sagan, Alma Ata, Novosibirsk, Shuli and Baku 
-- major military facilities in the Soviet Union. Jerry Mooney would simply mark these men 
down on his list with the two letters MB -- Moscow Bound. By 1973 there were around 100 
names marked MB on Mooney's list. They did not come home." 

The current Senate Committee is not the only congressional body to have examined the 
POW/MIA issue, although to call previous ones less than diligent is charitable. For example, 
consider the ethnic Chinese named Lac, who was dubbed "the Mortician," a man mentioned in 
Cawthorne's work as well as in the book Kiss the Boys Good-bye, by Monika Jensen-Stevenson 
and William Stevenson. Lac, an undertaker in Hanoi, defected in 1979 and told Congress what 
he knew -- which was considerable -- about the warehouse in the capital where the bones of 
more than 400 Americans were "stacked like cordwood," waiting to be doled out to the U.S. over 
the years. It seemed to many that bones would be shipped back whenever the pressure for 
information on live Americans grew too great. 

In June 1980, Lac also astounded the panel when he said he had seen live Americans in 
1979 in Hanoi -- some six years after all POWs were supposed to be home. Suddenly, as Captain 
McDaniel recounted to THE NEW AMERICAN recently, the man who was so believable was 
out of bounds. The hearing was promptly closed and the testimony about live Americans seen 
going in and out of the Citadel was classified. 

What the Files Show 

Some 1.3 million pages of documents are being declassified in the latest development, 
some dating to 1973. They include, as Washington state journalist Mark Sauter noted in the 
News Tribune, the fact that U.S. Deputy Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger (who was in 
1973 Assistant Secretary of Defense) not only acknowledged that "we still have the Laos MIA 
question unresolved," but also that military action was considered to force the release of our 
men. That of course did not happen, no U.S. prisoners held by the Pathet Lao were repatriated, 
and the men were abandoned. In response to a March 1973 memo from Defense Secretary Elliot 
Richardson, Eagleburger wrote, "As a last step, U.S. air strikes and Lao and Thai irregular 
offensive operations could be resumed in Laos in order to force the release of our prisoners in 
Laos." Keep in mind that the Pathet Lao forces publicly stated that they were holding American 
POWs after the Paris Peace Agreement was signed. 

Richardson wrote, according to released documents, that the Laotians should be advised 
that "we know they hold U.S. prisoners, and that we demand their immediate release .... Failure 
to provide a satisfactory answer could result in direct United States action." Again, however, 
such action was not forthcoming. Americans were left to die slowly in the hands of the 
communists. 

Very slowly. In 1986, the task force headed by General Tighe noted: "There is 
information, even in our limited sample, which establishes the strong possibility of American 
prisoners of war being held in Laos and Vietnam." Moreover, as the New York Times has 
reported: "Memorandums recently declassified show that the word 'possibility' had replaced 
‘probability’ between drafts of the document." 

From the very end of the Vietnam War, the U.S. government knew it was abandoning our 
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men, the recently declassified documents reveal. They also confirm what has been long believed, 
that the fate of Americans was lied about officially, and that a cover-up ensued. According to the 
committee vice-chairman, Senator Bob Smith, that practice has not ended. The senator is sure, he 
states, that perjury has been committed before the current Senate Committee. 

It is in this context, then, that President Bush found himself jeered by the families of the 
missing American servicemen. He then lost his temper and told them to "shut up and sit down." 
But they won't. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Latest Iraq Crisis 

After a three-week standoff, Iraq allowed a United Nations team of arms inspectors into 
its Agriculture Ministry, where it was thought there might have been documents relating to 
Baghdad's weapons of mass destruction. No data was found, though the head of the UN mission 
said "there is room for ... concern that some major material may have been taken out" previously. 
President Bush said the matter was resolved by Saddam Hussein's "caving in, by his backing 
down, in spite of bluster and threats to the contrary." Hussein, however, celebrated with a 
publicized "victory swim," and successfully obtained concessions from the inspectors, including 
the exclusion of Americans from entering the building. 

Even as tensions eased, Secretary of State James Baker met with leaders' of the Iraqi 
opposition to Saddam Hussein, and American troops moved up plans to hold war games with 
Iraq's neighbor Kuwait, which Saddam is again calling a province of his country. Saddam says 
the "mother of all battles" is not over. Bush Administration officials believe he is on what one 
calls a "season of challenge." There is undoubtedly more to Come. 

Clifford, Altman Indicted 

New York state and federal grand juries indicted Washington Insider Clark Clifford, an 
adviser to five Presidents and former Defense Secretary, and his law partner Robert Altman. 
They were charged with taking $40 million in bribes from the Bank of Credit and Commercial 
International and hiding the ownership of BCCI, which was illegally acquiring U.S. banks, 
including Washington's biggest, First American. Clifford, 85, was the chairman of First 
American and its holding company; Altman, 45, was president of First American Corp. Both 
have denied knowledge of any secret ownership deals that BCCI may have had. For more than a 
decade, the two men were executives and attorneys for First American; represented BCCI; and 
represented Middle East shareholders who took over First American in 1982, investors later 
identified as BCCI fronts. 

Gorbachev Implicated Again 

Anatoly Lukyanoyv, a leader of the failed Moscow coup in August 1991 and former 
speaker of the Soviet parliament, contended that Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev had prior 
knowledge that a state of emergency was being prepared. Lukyanov, who was a law school 
colleague of Gorbachev, said in an interview in Pravda: "Can you consider something a 
conspiracy [when] the organizers ... informed the president of the country in advance and he took 
not a single step to block it?" Lukyanov is at least the 11th of 14 men originally charged to 
implicate Gorbachev in the coup, though the former head of the regime has denied such advance 
knowledge. 

Also, Gorbachev's vice-president Gennady Yanayev recently indicated on Russian 
television that "many of the articles in the Emergency Committee [decrees] were taken from the 
documents prepared at his [Gorbachev's] request" in April 1991. The men both said they moved 
ahead with the plans when Gorbachev appeared to waffle. Oleg Sheinin, who visited Gorbachev 
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in the Crimea on the night of the coup, has told Pravda that the president was in "self-isolation" 
and not a prisoner or incommunicado. 
Honecker Arrested in Berlin 

Erich Honecker, East Germany's last communist dictator, was returned to Berlin, the city 
in which he oversaw the building of the infamous wall, from his refuge in Moscow. He was 
arrested, arraigned, and will be tried for at least 49 counts of manslaughter, related to 
shoot-to-kill orders against those trying to flee East Germany; 29 counts of attempted 
manslaughter; and corruption charges involving the theft of more than $9 million in state funds. 
Recently disclosed files indicate that between 350 and 400 were killed attempting to reach 
freedom from East Germany. 

Brandishing a communist clenched-fist salute, an unrepentant Honecker left Chile's 
embassy in Russia where he had been for seven months. He had earlier been protected by the 
Red Army in East Germany and by Mikhail Gorbachev in Moscow. Upon losing that protector, 
he sought asylum in Chile (where his daughter lives), which was denied. In December 1991, 
Honecker was granted sanctuary in Chile's Moscow embassy by an ambassador who had been 
earlier protected in East Germany after the Chilean Marxist Allende regime was overthrown. 
Dictator of East Germany from 1971 to 1989, Honecker was in charge of the construction of the 
Berlin Wall in 1961 as the Politburo's security chief. 

Honecker's wife, at least as hated as the former dictator, fled Moscow for Chile shortly 
after her husband was flown from Moscow. As education minister, Margot Honecker oversaw a 
forced-adoption program that stole children from politically incorrect families and turned them 
over to those loyal to the Reds. While she may get away, there is potential embarrassment for the 
Kohl government when its extensive cooperation with Honecker becomes publicized. 

Escobar Escapes 

The search for Pablo Escobar, perhaps the world's most powerful drug trafficker, 
continued, as Colombian authorities were joined by U.S. military planes in an attempt to track 
down the cocaine baron. Escobar's escape from an opulent prison setting was prompted by an 
attempt to move him that resulted in a large gun battle, after reports indicated that he was 
continuing to run his drug ring and order killings from his ranch/jail outside Medellin. Money, 
weapons, jewelry, and radio transmitters were found on the grounds after his escape, which was 
reported variously to have involved a secret tunnel, his being disguised as a woman, or a 
payment of $1.5 million in bribes. 

Escobar's fortune has been estimated at $5 billion by Forbes magazine, and he has been 
implicated in the bombing of a jetliner that killed more than 100 people, as well as the killings of 
journalists, police, judicial officials, and the assassination of two presidential candidates. 

Colombia's new attorney general found that the 1991 "surrender" of Escobar, who has 
been charged with ordering the killing of 1,000 people in two years, didn't put an end to his 
trade, with visitors from his drug smuggling ring traveling back and forth from his prison. 
Escobar was given his choice of 'guards as a condition for being jailed, and had a ranch 
including a Jacuzzi, waterbed, television with a 60-inch screen, and unlimited cellular telephone 
communications to the outside. At one point after his escape, Escobar said he would surrender 
again if he could be returned to that "jail." With punishment like that, justice is truly blind. 

Israeli Building To Continue 

With the Israeli government of Yitzhak Rabin just having assumed office, there were 
developments on several fronts, including the announcement in Cairo (after the first 
Egyptian-Israeli summit in six years) by Egypt's President Hosni Mubarak that he would visit 
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Israel at an undetermined date. Mubarak's trip to Israel would be the first since he assumed office 
in 1981. 

Rabin's government announced cancellation of plans for some 6,500 Jewish housing units 
in occupied territories, "political" settlements whose construction in many cases had not yet 
begun. At the same time, officials said they would proceed with more than 10,000 housing units 
already under construction. Such expanded "security" settlements are located in the Golan 
Heights, the Jordan Valley, and around Jerusalem. Rabin has said he would like to see limited 
Palestinian self-rule within nine months. 

Separately, the Vatican and Israel held initial high-level talks that could lead to 
establishment of diplomatic ties. 

What remains to be seen: Will various Palestinian groups negotiate -- in particular 
Hamas (an offshoot of the Muslim Brotherhood), the Popular Front for the Liberation of 
Palestine, and the Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine? Also, has Rabin yet again 
unloosened U.S. purse strings -- to the tune of $10 billion -- in the form of a loan guarantee that 
was delayed last year? That would be received positively, in certain quarters as U.S. November 
elections approach. 

What Casey Would Have Said 

Pennsylvania's Democratic Governor Robert Casey, who was not allowed to speak at the 
Democratic Convention because of his pro-life views, presented the case he would have made to 
his party in an article in the Wall Street Journal for July 31st. On the abortion issue, said the 
governor, the platform is "radical and extreme, espousing abortion on demand," and the 
presentation of anything but that view at the convention was excluded by the National Abortion 
Rights Action League. 

Casey contended that the Democratic National Committee acts "like a wholly owned 
subsidiary" of that group. Casey noted that Democratic leaders are now calling for passage of the 
Freedom of Choice Act, which would "repeal any significant restriction on abortions in the 
seventh, eighth and ninth months," and would repeal such state laws as in Pennsylvania that call 
for informed consent, parental consent, and a 24-hour waiting period. 

The networks gave extremely short shrift to the banning of the governor by the 
Democrats, as documented by analysis of the Media Research Center. On the other hand, the 
convention and media were generous in their treatment of a handful of Republicans favoring 
abortion who were presented to the Democratic convention. Yet, does anyone doubt that the 
GOPers who are pro-abortion will be given an abundance of coverage at the Republican 
convention? 

What Homosexual "Rights"? 

The Vatican, in a letter to U.S. Roman Catholic bishops referring to the "church's 
responsibility to promote the public morality of the entire civil society on the basis of 
fundamental moral values," called for the opposition of laws that would encourage homosexual 
behavior and noted that there "is no right to homosexuality." "There are areas in which it is not 
unjust discrimination to take sexual orientation into account," said the letter from the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, "for example, in the consignment of children to 
adoption or foster care, in employment of teachers or coaches, and in military recruitment." 
Homosexuality and the homosexual act were distinguished. While not calling homosexuality 
itself a sin, the Vatican statement called it a "more or less strong tendency ordered toward an 
intrinsic moral evil; and thus the inclination itself must be seen as an objective disorder." The 
letter was released by a "gay rights" group in Maryland to the Washington Post and criticized by 
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the homosexual lobby. 

Shortly, thereafter, homosexual advocacy groups hailed the experimental findings of two 
doctors at UCLA, reported in The Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, which 
found that there were differences in a cord of nerve fibers of the brains of homosexuals 
compared to heterosexuals. This led a spokesperson for the National Gay and Lesbian Task 
Force to claim "it strikes at the heart of people who oppose gay rights and who think we don't 
deserve our rights because we're choosing the way we are." Less widely, reported was the fact 
that the study used mostly homosexuals who had died of AIDS, which frequently ravages the 
brain cells. 

Mandela on Iran's Revolution 

African National Congress leader Nelson Mandela became the first person to be granted 
an honorary degree from a university in Iran since the country's 1979 revolution. Iran's minister 
of culture and higher education presented the degree in political science from Tehran University 
to South Africa's Mandela, whose remarks were quoted on Radio Tehran: "The people of Africa 
will make Iran's Islamic revolution a model for their revolutionary moves." 

Revolutionary killers must stick together, eh? This corroborates an account by 
Intelligence Digest warning that should the ANC gain power, it plans to impose a raw materials 
blockade on the West, in conjunction with radical Islamic factions backed by Red China. 
Mandela already boasts of intimacies with Castro, Arafat, and Qaddafi. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


WORLD Obstacles 
to the ANC 

In a way, it was appropriate. There was a haughty Comrade Nelson Mandela appearing 
before the United Nations Security Council in July, complaining of "a cold-blooded strategy" 
being used to create conditions to crush "a weakened democratic movement." One could easily 
picture Comrade Alger Hiss, the patrician Secretary-General of the rounding convention of the 
United Nations, smiling his approval. African National Congress leader Mandela was not, 
however, describing the bloody strategy his own comrades were using to seize control, but was 
once again attacking the South African government for its continued resistance to the planned 
power grab. 

The immediate precursor to Mandela's latest appearance at the United Nations was a June 
massacre in Boipatong, a township outside Johannesburg. As usual, the resulting funeral was 
"highly political," in the terms of the Washington Post, which continued: "The coffins of the 38 
buried today, with sobbing relatives pressed around each one, were below the podium and hardly 
noticed. Instead, speakers lambasted [South African President F.W.] de Klerk for his failure to 
curb the violence and demanded his resignation." 

The ANC Uses a Massacre 

Writers from the Financial Mail in Johannesburg commented that the massacre in 
Boipatong was a "godsend" to the ANC. Another South African editor, noting that negotiations 
had already been suspended by the ANC, found this massacre "fell into its lap." Almost 
immediately, the terrorist ANC and its mouthpieces in South Africa and abroad promulgated the 
story of how white government agents were responsible for assisting the Zulu-led Inkatha 
Freedom Party from a nearby hostel in the killing. Accusations were widely accepted as truth. 
Would Nelson Mandela lie? 

Of course he would. President F.W. de Klerk said the ANC was seeking an "artificial 
crisis" to plot a coup -which took no stretch of the imagination. Killing, after all, has been going 
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on constantly for years. More than 11,000 people have been killed in similar violence since 1985, 
6,000-plus since 1990. There have been 49 massacres of this kind since July 1990. Did, for 
example, the international community even hear of the slaughter in April of 23 Inkatha members 
by Xhosas in a township near Katlehong? No, because the ANC was likely behind that. 

When one policeman every other day is killed, there is no international coverage. When 
an interracial commission, led by a judge who has long been critical of the government, 
concluded that Pretoria was not linked to the Boipatong killings, the relative lack of commentary 
was typical. Yet, Judge Richard Goldstone had attested: "Allegations ... that government and 
security force leaders are themselves responsible for ... violence are unwise, unfair, and 
dangerous." Notwithstanding that the judge was censorious of the government in some respects, 
Goldstone concluded: "No evidence was submitted to the Commission which in any way justifies 
allegations of any direct complicity in the planning of current violence by the State President, 
any member of the Cabinet, or any highly placed officer in the South African Police or Defence 
Force." 

Charges are more important than evidence for insurrectionary purposes. As reported in 
the Wall Street Journal, the ANC's case "has unraveled. The eyewitnesses in the township who 
told reporters right after the massacre that they saw white cops assisting in the attack turn out to 
have heard the stories second-hand. The A.N.C. has now instructed township residents not to 
give statements to police investigators." Just as rabble-rousers used the bodies as a funereal 
backdrop for political haranguing, the sainted Mr. Mandela in July likewise used the episode to 
call for United Nations "peacekeeping" troops in South Africa. 

Bop's President Mangope 

The ANC, which has a deliberate policy of trying to overthrow the black-led 
governments of independent former "homelands" such as Bophuthatswana and the Ciskei, also 
tried to exclude them from being invited to the United Nations to present their views. In an 
interview with the Washington editor of THE NEW AMERICAN, President Lucas Mangope of 
Bophuthatswana told how Mandela, who had visited him in February, has not complied with his 
promises. Of course, as the President noted in his New York City hotel and to the UN Security 
Council as well, the ANC has long had a destabilization program against Bophuthatswana, which 
it does not even bother to hide. As for the ANC's foremost ally, the South African Communist 
Party, President Mangope said it is "almost one with the African National Congress." 

One ANC leader, Mangope noted, "promised the use of the hideous necklace method of 
political assassination to 'ensure my party's removal from government." And keep in mind that 
the ANC was never even banned in Bophuthatswana, as it used to be in South Africa. Bop, as it 
is known colloquially, is also on the unofficial list of unfavored nations of the U.S. State 
Department, which had never allowed President Mangope (in office since independence was 
declared in 1977) a visa to visit the United States. 

Most honest observers would agree that Bop is a success story and a rarity in Africa. It 
has a multiracial population of some three million people, largely Batswana, who work together 
in relative harmony. And it practices market principles. That, the ANC cannot tolerate. Nor, 
apparently, can Foggy Bottom. "One would have thought they believed in the concept of 
self-determination," President Mangope told us quietly. "But I think we are an exception." A 
rueful smile told much. 

An International Arsenal 

To his chagrin, Mandela was not able to keep out the other speakers. Naturally, South 

African Foreign Minister Pik Botha did not, as did Mandela, get to meet with Bill Clinton at the 
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Democratic National Convention, which was held in New York at the same time. "The 
Democratic Party has been supportive" of his goals, acknowledged Mandela. 

But Botha did have some interesting facts for the UN: "Only two days ago the 
ANC/Communist Party alliance in a public statement admitted to the existence of arms caches 
inside South Africa. On the very day of my departure for New York to attend this [Security 
Council] meeting, information reached us that the ANC/Communist Party alliance had issued 
instructions to its representative in Harare to transfer weapons stored at Mashvinga in Zimbabwe 
to the northern border of the Transvaal for infiltration into South Africa. These weapons included 
automatic assault rifles and grenade launchers...." 

This, you see, is not just a debate. Indeed, while Botha was speaking, delegates of the 
member states on the floor of the United Nations were overheard joking with each other that his 
remarks should not be considered newsworthy. 

Ciskei's Brigadier Gqozo 

The outspoken Brigadier Oupa Gqozo, chairman of the Ciskei Council of State, told 
William Jasper of THE NEW AMERICAN that those at the United Nations are "not interested in 
the realities of truth at all," and that the world body is "a terrible web of political trickery." The 
ANC, he recounted, has threatened to kill him and to overthrow his government. When houses 
are burned, people are intimidated to take part in "Marxist mass actions," or other crimes are 
committed, Gqozo pointed out that the perpetrators immediately take advantage of his country's 
Bill of Rights. "Lawyers for human rights are actually lawyers for ANC rights." The South 
African Council of Churches and Bishop Tutu likewise back the aims of the ANC, Gqozo 
grieved. 

Economic chaos plays into the hands of the revolutionaries, which is behind the call for a 
general strike this month. Disruption has already been tragically effective. According to 
estimates by the Independent Development Trust, the black unemployment rate in South Africa 
is now over 50 percent. 

Yet, when a German company in the Ciskei, for example, wanted to provide 
employment, it was threatened with boycotts and worse by the revolutionaries. Jobs, you see, 
might aid the ruling government. In his remarks to the UN Security Council, Brigadier Gqozo 
(who is Xhosa, by the way, like Mandela) pulled few punches: The ANC's "violence, 
intimidation, and disruption" hurt the economy, which has lost 50,000 jobs in the first six months 
of the year. Speaking of its alliance with the South African Communist Party, Gqozo emphasized 
that "the ANC/SACP strategies have now resulted" in six million unemployed. 

A "merciless propaganda machine," said the Ciskei leader, has convinced "even 
responsible governments that the ANC represents all black people in South Africa. It is just not 
true." What is true, he remarked, is that the ANC wants "these leaders who do not support them 
to be eliminated." If you "disagree or oppose the ANC in any way you become a target for 
violence." Millions oppose the ANC and the communists, underscored Gqozo, "but dare not say 
so because of reprisals and intimidation; and the wherewithal to implement reprisals and 
intimidation have been supplied by the people and governments outside of South Africa." 

Enter Cyrus Vance 

While "peacekeeping" troops did not enter into South Africa this time, Cyrus Vance did. 
The former U.S. Secretary of State is a frequent United Nations special envoy sent to trouble 
spots, a role relished by Vance, who has held top-ranking positions with the Trilateral 
Commission and Council on Foreign Relations, and who is personally close to UN 
Secretary-General Botrous Botrous-Ghali. 
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This is the same Vance who, with former U.S. Ambassador to Moscow Averell 
Harrriman (their mission codename was HARVAN), tried to cut a deal with North Vietnam in 
the '60s, somewhat prematurely, as it happened. This is the same Vance who worked so long for 
Namibian "independence." Although this did not come on his watch, with a major push from the 
UN the country did thereafter fall into the hands of SWAPO terrorist Sam Nujoma. This is the 
same Vance who dealt closely with both Labor and Conservative governments in Britain to oust 
the white government of Rhodesia and then would not even accept the subsequent black 
government of Bishop Muzorewa -- because it wasn't communist enough for him. Only Joshua 
Nkomo and Robert Mugabe -- and eventually just dictator Mugabe -- were radically Marxist 
enough to be tapped to rule what became Zimbabwe. 

In short, when Vance was involved in the negotiations, the prize eventually fell to the 
Marxists in Hanoi, Windhoek, and Harare. 

So now the Establishment's Cyrus Vance, the United Nations, the mass media, Nelson 
Mandela, and the communists are marching to Pretoria with a new goal. And it's the same goal. 
Pretending to speak for blacks, the codeword is majority rule. But the preferred color is Red. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


WORLD Bilderbergers: A Deadly 
Alliance 

On May 25th, Philip C. Habib, for decades an influential U.S. policymaker on Asian and 
Middle Eastern affairs, died while vacationing in France. According to the New York Times for 
May 27th, the longtime member of the influential Establishment Insiders' Council on Foreign 
Relations (CFR) had traveled to Evian, France shortly before his death "to give a speech at the 
Bilderberg Conference, an annual meeting of European and United States scholars and 
intellectuals." Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger (CFR), who also spoke at the May 
22nd-23rd Bilderberg confab, praised Habib as "every Secretary of State's idea of a great foreign 
service officer." 

Internationalist Who's Who 

Writing in American Opinion (a predecessor to THE NEW AMERICAN) in October 
1972, Gary Allen noted that the mysterious Bilderberg group was simply "another of the formal 
conspiracies dedicated to creating a 'new world order." Those invited to attend the annual 
Bilderberg conferences include government officials, business leaders, bankers, professors, 
foundation officers, an occasional labor leader or scientist, selected journalists, and other 
notables from the U.S. and Western Europe. 

The meeting sites rotate among the nations involved: Evian this year, Baden-Baden, 
Germany last year, Glen Cove, New York in 1990, and so on. All who attend, including 
journalists, are sworn to secrecy. And as foreign affairs analyst Hilaire du Berrier has pointed 
out, since "a journalist cannot tell his readers what is going on, the only point in having him there 
is to prepare him for selling the policies decided upon by the One World moguls." 

That the overriding goal of the Bilderberg Conferences has been to pave the way for 
world government was evident at the start. In the 1962 authorized biography Bernhard, Prince 
of the Netherlands, author Alden Hatch describes how the Prince was approached in 1952 -- 
shortly after Senator Joseph R. McCarthy (R-WJ) launched the "McCarthy Era" with his historic 
speech at Wheeling, West Virginia -- by a Polish agent of international intrigue named Joseph H. 
Retinger. Retinger had engaged in clandestine political activities during World War I that led 
several European countries to place a price on his head, caused the Allies to ban him from their 
territory, and resulted in his imprisonment in the United States for a short time. Nevertheless, he 
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retained sufficient influence to persuade Prince Bernhard to initiate the Bilderberg meetings to 
help promote internationalist policy and, as part of that process, neutralize Senator McCarthy's 
increasing anti-communist influence. 

One speaker at the first Bilderberg Conference in May 1954 was Time, Inc. executive 
C.D. Jackson, a close personal friend and political associate of President Dwight D. Eisenhower. 
As described by Alden Hatch, "McCarthy's search for Communists in the American State 
Department had upset its career diplomats and spread confusion throughout American embassies 
in Europe." Which led Jackson, who referred to McCarthy as an "emotional freak," to reassure 
his Bilderberg colleagues: "Whether McCarthy dies by an assassin's bullet or is eliminated in the 
normal American way of getting rid of boils on the body politic, I prophesy that by the time we 
hold our next meeting he will be gone from the American scene." McCarthy did not depart from 
the scene until his death on May 2, 1957, but by the time the Bilderbergers next met, he had 
indeed been dealt a serious blow when a majority of his fellow senators were persuaded to 
condemn him (December 2, 1954) on the basis of a couple of ludicrous charges unrelated to his 
anti-communist activities. 

As the late Professor Medford Evans once observed, the Bilderberg movement was 
instigated as a reaction to so-called "McCarthyism," since the "essence of Bilderbergism is 
internationalism," while "the essence of McCarthyism is patriotism." The Bilderberg 
Conferences, Dr. Evans charged, "were instituted to carry on the work of dismantling American 
sovereignty which McCarthy had interrupted." 

And lest there be any doubt about the matter, Alden Hatch quotes Prince Bernhard as 
lamenting that "the governments of the free nations are elected by the people, and if they do 
something the people don't like they are thrown out. It is difficult to re-educate the people who 
have been brought up on nationalism to the idea of relinquishing part of their sovereignty to a 
supranational body .... This is the tragedy. Due to the freedom and democracy we cherish we 
aren't able to achieve what we all basically want to do .... We are moving toward unity, but we 
crawl like snails when we should run." 

Bilderberg Beginnings 

The odd-sounding term "Bilderberger" derives from the Hotel de Bilderberg in 
Oosterbeek, Holland, where that first conference was held nearly four decades ago. Alden Hatch 
notes that there "was absolutely no publicity. The hotel was ringed by security guards so not a 
single journalist got within a mile of the place. The participants were pledged not to repeat 
publicly what was said in the discussions." 

As it was then, so it is today, with the sessions wrapped in an oppressive shroud of 
secrecy. Bilderberg officials contend that it is necessary to give participants the freedom to speak 
their minds openly. According to one Bilderberger brochure, the "commissioners" reach no 
conclusions, take no votes, and pass no resolutions. But as Dr. Evans has observed, "the absence 
of conclusions, votes, and resolutions does not mean that Bilderbergers do not make policy -- 
most of them have 'policy-making jobs in their respective countries -- it only means that they are 
not responsible for what they do and say at Bilderberg conferences. Their agreements are secret 
and personal." 

The policy of secrecy makes it difficult in most instances to link Bilderberg policy with 
subsequent events. There are exceptions, however. George McGhee (CFR), a frequent U.S. 
delegate to the conferences, told biographer Alden Hatch: "I believe you could say the Treaty of 
Rome, which brought the Common Market into being, was nurtured at these meetings and aided 
by the main stream of our discussion there." 
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And in 1971, Henry Kissinger (then Assistant to the President for National Security) 
represented President Nixon at the Bilderberg meeting in Woodstock, Vermont. Shortly 
thereafter, as summarized by Gary Allen, he "went to Peking and arranged for the acceptance of 
Red China as a member of the family of trading nations; and an international monetary crisis 
developed after which the dollar was devalued." 

Regarding that latter development, then-Congressman John Rarick (D-LA) wrote in The 
Review of the News for January 12, 1972 that "the decision to devaluate the U.S. dollar was not 
made by world leaders, nor for that matter were the decision makers all Americans. The fact is 
that the battle cry for war against the U.S. dollar ... was sounded last April ... at a small town 
named Woodstock, Vermont, in a mysterious and almost unreported meeting of international 
bankers and industrialists who call themselves 'Bilderbergers." 

Eisenhower's Enthusiasm 

Our Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) apparently had a hand in formulating the 
Bilderberg process. In 1952, Prince Bernhard visited the United States and initially found little 
support for the planned conferences until he went to CIA Director Walter Bedell Smith. Smith, 
according to Alden Hatch, exclaimed, "Why the hell didn't you come to me in the first place?" 
and subsequently became an important link in establishing the early Bilderberg network. 
Following his inauguration in 1953, President Eisenhower appointed Smith Under Secretary of 
State, and it was Smith who then commissioned Time, Inc.'s C.D. Jackson to help Prince 
Bernhard attract the American support necessary to get what was essentially an anti-American 
enterprise off the ground. 

President Eisenhower once stated: "I always had one of my people go to the Bilderberg 
Conferences. I'm in favor of anything -- any study -- of that kind which helps international 
understanding. The Bilderberg meetings enlightened me .... "According to Hatch, the Kennedy 
Administration was "even closer to Bilderberg, because President Kennedy ... virtually staffed 
the State Department with what C.D. Jackson calls 'Bilderberg alumni." Similar Bilderberg 
influence has been evident in each succeeding Administration. Vice President Quayle, for 
instance, represented President Bush at, and spoke during, the 1990 meeting. 

The Bilderberg group has no formal membership as such. Its operations are directed by a 
chairman, an international advisory group, and a steering committee that decides who is to be 
invited to the meetings. A sample of the U.S. participants over the years includes such familiar 
luminaries, in addition to those already mentioned, as George W. Ball (CFR), William F. 
Buckley, Jr. (CFR), Zbigniew Brzezinski (CFR), McGeorge Bundy (CFR), William P. Bundy 
(CFR), Bill Clinton (CFR), Arthur H. Dean (CFR), Douglas Dillon (CFR), Thomas Foley (CFR), 
Gerald R. Ford (he attended at least three times prior to becoming President), Henry Ford II, J. 
William Fulbright, Andrew J. Goodpaster (CFR), Alexander Haig (CFR), Theodore Hesburgh 
(CFR), Katherine Graham (CFR), H. J. Heinz II, Christian Herter (CFR), Robert W. McNamara 
(CFR), Bill Moyers (CFR), Paul H. Nitze (CFR), Adlai Stevenson III (CFR), John D. 
Rockefeller IV (CFR), Nelson Rockefeller (CFR), Donald Rumsfeld (CFR), Dean Rusk (CFR), 
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. (CFR), C.L. Sulzberger (CFR), John Sununu, Cyrus Vance (CFR), and 
Paul Volcker (CFR). 

Bernhard Scandal 

As noted, the Bilderbergers meet annually, but there was one notable exception. The 
1976 conference, scheduled for the U.S., was canceled after Prince Bernhard became embroiled 
in a bribery scandal. He was accused, among other things, of taking $1.1 million in bribes from 
the Lockheed Corporation. In the 1930s, the Prince had been a relatively low-level employee in 
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the Paris office of the giant German chemical company I.G. Farben. As summarized by 
Newsweek for April 5, 1976, testimony at the Nuremberg trials after World War II revealed that 
"Bernhard before the war was a contact man in an industrial-espionage network that Farben was 
running for the German Government. One other member of the network was identified as 
Gunther Frank-Fahle and after the war Frank-Fahle, still a close friend of Bernhard's, turned up 
as Lockheed's agent in West Germany, with Ernest Hauser as his lieutenant. It was in Hauser's 
diary that Bernhard was first recorded as accepting money from Lockheed and doing 
promotional favors for the firm in return." 

The Prince admitted receiving $100,000, but denied receiving the remaining $1 million, 
although Lockheed officials contended that he had. It was also alleged that he had used the 
$100,000 he admitted receiving to pay for an expensive Paris apartment occupied by a woman 
and her nine-year-old daughter, allegedly fathered by the Prince. And the government 
investigation also uncovered evidence of earlier hanky-panky relating to a $60 million order for 
Dutch railroad equipment by Juan Peron's regime in Argentina. At the time (1951), it was 
believed that the only quid pro quo had been a Dutch decoration for Peron's wife, Eva. But the 
deal had also entailed a bribe of some $12 million for the Peréns, $1 million in jewelry for Eva, 
with a deluxe private train thrown in for good measure. 

The special investigating committee released its report in August 1976. Based on the 
findings, the Dutch government officially deplored the Prince's activities, saying he "showed 
himself open to dishonorable requests and offers" and "allowed himself to be tempted to take 
initiatives which were completely unacceptable." On October 4, 1976, the Prince resigned all of 
his public positions, including the Bilderberg chairmanship. 

During World War II, the Prince had served with distinction, first as a pilot with the 
British and American air forces, then as commander in Britain of the Dutch resistance forces. He 
became an authentic Dutch hero, which perhaps explains why there was so little public outcry 
when Holland's socialist premier ruled out a criminal investigation on grounds that the Prince 
had already suffered enough. He had little money prior to World War II, but by 1966 had 
amassed a fortune that included $12 million in Exxon stock, and in 1977 would receive a 
cost-of-living salary increase from $47,700 to $335,400. That, as they say, is landing on your 
feet! 

Pulling In Japan 

Whereas the Bilderberg Conferences focus primarily on the concerns of the U.S. and 
Western Europe, David Rockefeller instigated the Trilateral Commission (TC) in the early 1970s 
as a forum that could bring Japan into the equation (the "Tri" entails the U.S., Western Europe, 
and Japan). According to Forbes magazine for November 24, 1980, when Rockefeller first tested 
out the idea of forming the Trilateral Commission on his associates in 1972, there was little 
interest. "But Rockefeller tried the idea out again at a Bilderberg Conference ... and this time he 
got some encouragement. He founded the Trilateral Commission in 1973, made Zbigniew 
Brzezinski director, and began collecting bodies." 

Last year, David Rockefeller delivered the opening address at the Bilderberg Conference 
in Germany. Foreign affairs correspondent Hilaire du Berrier obtained the text and reported 
excerpts in the September 1991 issue of his informative newsletter H du B Reports. At one 
point, Rockefeller told his audience: "We are grateful to the Washington Post, the New York 
Times, Time magazine, and other great publications whose directors have attended our meetings 
and respected their promises of discretion for almost 40 years." 

As Hilaire du Berrier points out, Rockefeller's comment amounted to formal 
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acknowledgment that the same Washington Post responsible for leaking details that resulted in 
the Watergate investigation that "destroyed a President and weakened the office itself" has for 
nearly four decades "participated, under an oath of secrecy, in a conspiracy to bring America into 
a Europe-dominated federation." And the New York Times, which boasts of publishing "all the 
news that's fit to print," has had its directors and top editors "attending conspiratorial meetings of 
which they were pledged not to print a word." And Time, "the information bible of millions," has 
also had its sworn-to-secrecy participants "in the secret activities of a cabal," while "telling 
readers that anyone subscribing to the conspiracy theory was a kook." 

Working in the Dark 

David Rockefeller, who was for many years the CFR's board chairman and is believed by 
many students of contemporary history to be the most powerful single personality on the world 
scene, continued: "It would have been impossible for us to develop our plan for the world if we 
had been subject to the bright lights of publicity during these years. But the world is now more 
sophisticated and prepared to march towards a world government which will never again know 
war but only peace and prosperity for the whole of humanity. The supranational sovereignty of 
an intellectual elite and world bankers is surely preferable to the national autodetermination 
practiced in the past centuries. It is also our duty to inform the press of our convictions as to the 
historic future of the century." 

What the guiding light of the CFR-Bilderberg-Trilateral secret combination seemed to be 
saying, as paraphrased by Hilaire du Berrier, is that "if we had told the American people what we 
were doing without first conditioning them, we could never have gotten away with it. Now there 
is nothing they can do about it." 

Hopefully, there is still time for the American people to wake up, become informed about 
the dreadful implications of world government, and prove him wrong! 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


DID YOU KNOW? 

¢ POW Picture Puzzle. Claiming that a widely circulated "POW" photograph does not show 
Major Albro Lundy, Jr., Lieutenant Larry James Stevens, and Colonel John L. Robertson, the 
Defense Department recently released a remarkably similar photo it says is of three Russian 
farmers and was taken in 1923. The photo supposedly appeared in the Khmer-language edition 
of the magazine Soviet Union in 1989. But POW activists immediately noted that the alleged 
photo of Russian farmers did not appear in the English- or Russian-language editions of the 
magazine, and that the publisher reported that Khmer was not one of the 22 languages in which 
Soviet Union was printed. 

A closer look at the photo itself presents more problems. The "Russian peasants" are 
holding up a poster of a graying Stalin. That is highly unusual for the dictator-worshipping 
communists, since then-dictator Lenin remained the sole Soviet hero until long after his 1924 
death. Stalin was not even heir-apparent at the time; Lenin had designated Leon Trotsky as his 
successor. 

Even more perplexing are the details of the poster. Stalin's hair is partially grayed, even 
though Stalin didn't gray substantially until the early 1930s. And Stalin's military-style coat, 
straight, combed-back hair, and the air-brushed style of the poster, all suggest a post-1930 photo. 

Attorney Albro Lundy II, son of Major Albro Lundy, Jr., told THE NEW AMERICAN 
he is still convinced that the photo shows his father and two other American MIAs. He agrees 
that the poster of Stalin is peculiar, and added that if the Defense Department's research on the 
communist government-supplied magazine "is that poor, there is no telling what they have 
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missed." 

¢ BEAR-ly Believable. A recent incident in the small town of Mayhill, New Mexico revealed 
how private property rights are increasingly ignored by government bureaucrats and how animal 
"rights" are increasingly viewed as more important than human rights. 

On July 2nd, a black bear invaded a housing development known as the Cloud Country 
Club and Estates, entering the home of Fred and Carol Bros after ransacking and being chased 
out of another home in the community just an hour earlier. Obviously concerned that this 
uninvited guest would harm his visiting grandchildren, Fred Bros grabbed his pistol while trying 
to shoo the bear away. When the bear charged him, he shot the bear, which then ran out of the 
house. Bros followed the bear and tried unsuccessfully to scare it away from his home. Once 
again the bear charged; once again Bros shot the bear; and once again the bear fled. Recognizing 
the danger posed by a wounded bear, Bros then contacted Cloud Country's property manager, 
Robert Jones, who immediately found the bear and killed it with three more shots. 

Black bear attacks are not unusual, and just two weeks earlier USA Today had reported a 
nearly fatal unprovoked black bear attack upon a nine-year-old girl in rural Utah. But instead of 
thanking Jones for protecting the 50 families who live in the development, the local state game 
warden cited him for poaching. Jones, whose request to trap and relocate the bear was turned 
down by authorities a couple of weeks earlier, could receive as much as six months in prison and 
a $400 fine. "What was I supposed to do?" Jones incredulously asked THE NEW AMERICAN. 
"Tie the bear to a tree and wait for the warden to get there?" 

¢ Democratic Ticket Trivia .... The Clinton and Gore Democratic presidential ticket has been 
described by the media as the first moderate Democratic ticket in decades, but that's not how 
ultra-liberal former Democratic presidential nominee George McGovern sees it. The July 14th 
New York Times reported that McGovern regards the Clinton-Gore ticket as a sort of Trojan 
horse of liberalism. "They're much more liberal underneath and they'll prove it when they're 
elected," McGovern told the Times. 

.. Although this year's Democratic platform contains some moderate language -- such as 
its rejection of the "big government theory that says we can hamstring business and tax and 
spend our way to prosperity" -- a closer look shows that the same old "tax and spend" philosophy 
is precisely what Bill Clinton has in mind for America. The platform calls for at least four new 
government bureaucracies -- a Police Corps, a domestic GI bill, a civilian research agency, and a 
democracy corps -- while calling for the abolition of none. It also calls for expanded spending for 
at least 18 existing programs, but -- except for vague calls to end waste and mismanagement -- 
the only program the Democrats pledge to cut is defense. 

Other parts of the platform are contradictory. Under the energy section, the Democrats 
pledge to "support incentives for domestic oil and gas operations." But under the environmental 
section, they pledge to "oppose new offshore oil drilling and mineral exploration and production 
in our nation's many environmentally critical areas." 

¢ Dole Gores Gore. Senate Minority Leader Robert Dole recently stated on CNN's Evans & 
Novak that Senator Al Gore based his vote on whether or not to force Iraq out of Kuwait on 
which side would give him the most prime-time television speaking time. "He was shopping," 
Dole said of Gore, who ended up voting for the war. 

Dole further related that Gore asked him, ''How much if I vote with you? How much 
time will you give me tomorrow morning?’ Then he went to [Senate Majority Leader] Mitchell to 
see how much time he could get if he voted against the resolution. He said, 'I'm anguishing about 
this.' Now if that's commitment, it's a new kind of commitment. It was kind of an inside joke 
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around the Senate the way he played it." A Gore spokesman termed Dole's statement "a 
ridiculous cheap shot" and told the New York Times, "It's standard procedure for people who are 
undecided to the last moment to ask both sides whether any floor time might be available." 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. Have the interest rates in savings accounts ever been lower? 
-- P.E., Reden, GA 


A. Passbook bank accounts haven't paid a lower rate of interest since 1962, reports Bank Rate 
Monitor in West Palm Beach, Florida. The current rates of under three percent are tied to the 
repeated cuts in the discount rate by the Federal Reserve. While few would relish a return to the 
high rate of inflation and exorbitant rates paid for loans during the Carter years, folks on fixed 
incomes and others dependent on interest from savings do fondly remember the 17 percent they 
could get from money markets in the 1970s. 

Q. How long are the "sound bites" for presidential candidates on television these days? 

-- W.A., Carrollwood Village, FL 


A. In 1968, according to the Center for Media and Public Affairs, the average sound bite of a 
presidential candidate on network television measured 42.3 seconds. By 1988, that had shrunk to 
9.8 seconds. During the first six months of this year, it had grown even shorter, to 7.3 seconds 
per clip. CBS, in response to this trend, decided in early July to institute a policy requiring a 
minimum of 30 seconds per presidential candidate sound bite, but initial evidence showed that 
what clips there were became fewer in number. One CBS executive commented: "One of the 
things we're finding on the campaign trail is that the candidates aren't talking for 30 seconds on 
any one subject." 

Q. Can retiring members of Congress pocket any campaign funds that are left over? 

-- E.T.S., Garland, TX 


A. This is the last year, under a grand-fathered arrangement dating to 1979, that retiring 
congressmen can pick up their war chests of leftover funds and go home with them. Only those 
members who were in office before 1980 and who retire this year may do so. There are currently 
33 House retirees, including those running for the Senate, who stand to keep a total of $8.6 
million, according to the records of the Federal Election Commission. Most, it should be noted, 
have indicated that they do not intend to retain the bonanza, which is in addition to their very 
generous pensions. On the other hand, what they say is not binding on what they do. Former 
Representative Fernand St. Germain (D-RJ), who retired after coming under fire for banking 
irregularities, had promised that his excess funds ($245,000) would go to charity or to other 
candidates. Nevertheless, earlier this year he directed the House clerk to switch the monies into 
his personal account. 

Representative Larry Hopkins (R-KY) has the most of all announced retirees, $660,682, 
followed by Representative William Broomfield (R-MJ), with $655,652. Representative Stephen 
Solarz (D-NY), who is running in a new district, could take home the most if he is defeated, 
around $1.4 million. One who has already said he will take the money and run is Representative 
Walter Jones (D-NC), who can add his excess $297,227 to a pension of more than $71,000 
annually. 
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Q. Which country imports the most weapons? 
-- L.W., Edmond, OK 


A. India's arms purchases of more than $2 billion make it the top arms importer in the world. 
According to accounts in both News India and the Associated Press, India is making deals with 
both Russia and Israel for armored vehicles and warplanes. In addition, certain U.S. rocket 
technology was banned from sale to Russia because of reports that India wanted to purchase 
rockets from Moscow. New Delhi said the rockets would be used for communications satellites, 
but the same technology could also be utilized for ballistic missiles. 


Q. During the Democratic Convention I heard a mention of the Clintons owning some South 
African stock. Since this is not "politically correct," I expected there would be some 
repercussions. What happened? 

-- C.S., Burnsville, MN 


A. You must have been watching CNN very closely. The Media Research Center, which 
followed the televised coverage of that convention and will do the same for the GOP, reports that 
even though all the networks mentioned that Bill Clinton met with African National Congress 
leader Nelson Mandela, the only network to point out that the Clintons had previously had stock 
holdings in South Africa was CNN. 

Not that the holdings themselves were large, but they were notable in the context of those 
liberals who have long made investments in South Africa (even if they helped black people) the 
moral equivalent of supporting apartheid. For example, when Trans-Africa's Randall Robinson 
was told about the investments, including the purchase and sale of 170 shares from DeBeers 
Mines between 1978 and 1981, Robinson fumed to the Washington Times: "Tf that is true, it 
constitutes an outrage." 

Hillary Clinton, when the news came out, said that the stock had been bought by a broker 
with "discretionary funds" and that she sold them as soon as she learned about it (which is less 
than candid since South African stock-holdings appeared on at least two years' worth of joint 
income-tax returns for Hillary Rodham and Bill Clinton). 

Governor Clinton told CNN: "Well, there was an article which said we owned $400 
worth of stock of DeBeers mining stock 11 years ago for a short period of time. I did not know 
that and I can't comment on it. I wasn't aware of it but if it was true we shouldn't have owned it, 
and we only owned it for a while and we sold it, but I didn't know that we did until I read about it 
in the papers." That kind of hedging would do a sidestepping gardener proud. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION Banking on 
Government 


JANE H. INGRAHAM 


It's the Insiders’ best investment! 


Mrs. Ingraham, a regular contributor to THE NEW AMERICAN, das been a life long student of 


the freedom philosophy. 


The power of government is awesome. Given a foot in the door, government stops at 
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nothing until it takes over the whole house. Those who attempt to use it for their own ends may 
profit temporarily, but they end up in chains. Nowhere is this more evident than in the business 
of banking. The cartel put together over the years by bankers and politicians to cripple 
competition and protect the banks from their own depositors has turned out to be the usual 
government trap: The regulators are consuming the regulated. 

The unprecedented avalanche of banking disasters of the past few years is hardly 
surprising: the great savings and loan debacle, with over 3,000 thrifts seized; over 500 bank 
officials fined or jailed; over 1,000 commercial bank failures; hundreds of bank officials 
peremptorily ousted from their jobs; over 100 banks and at least 100 more S&Ls targeted for 
seizure in the next few months. Not making headlines but most telling of all are multiple new 
layers of government regulations which are wringing the last bit of autonomy from the banks. In 
short, the bankers got too close to the fire. 

"Fractional" Fraud 

The history of this incredible banking disaster is far more complicated than the facile 
explanations of "greed" or "junk bonds" or "ultimate Reagan deregulation" we are being fed. The 
story starts with the nature of banking itself; banking as it has developed over the ages is a sort of 
Ponzi scheme wherein money supposedly in the vault available for depositors’ withdrawal is, in 
fact, not there. It is being used (except for a small fraction) to make money for the bank. This is 
called "fractional reserve banking," a euphemism for insolvency, since banks cannot possibly 
meet their obligations if called upon to do so. They cannot hand over their customers' property 
should all customers demand their funds at once. In any other business this would be called 
fraud. 

In the old days, this seam worked as long as only a few people redeemed their deposits at 
any one time. But occasionally, suspicious depositors created a run on a troubled bank, all 
demanding their money at once. But of course the money was not there. The crude, 
old-fashioned way of dealing with panic-stricken depositors was to pay off first-comers with 
whatever assets were left, then close the bank. 

This historical state of affairs demanded "modernization"; clearly, the banks had to be 
protected from their depositors. In 1933 FDR did just that. After declaring a "banking holiday" 
(closing all banks) to save the tottering system from ruin, Roosevelt created federal deposit 
insurance (FDIC) for commercial banks and federal saving and loan insurance (FSLIC) for 
S&Ls. Thus, bank runs were legislated out of existence. 

Although the banks themselves were to pay premiums for this insurance, no one 
explained what would happen if large numbers of banks became insolvent at once, swamping the 
relatively small insurance funds. Now, 60 years later, we are reaping the whirlwind sown by 
FDR; both funds are bankrupt. Deposit insurance is underwritten by none other than the 
American taxpayer -to the tune of hundreds of billions of dollars. 

This government guarantee of deposits, along with multiple other destructive regulations, 
led directly to the S&L fiasco which has already cost taxpayers $230 billion, with an estimated 
cost -- including interest -- of close to $1.12 trillion. Not surprisingly, the degree of risk taken 
by bankers has risen in direct proportion to the rise in the level of deposit insurance. Originally 
$10,000, then raised to $40,000, deposit insurance was quietly increased to $100,000 under 
Carter by bank lobbyists and congressmen whose campaigns -- a la the "Keating Five" -- stood to 
benefit. Yet the average depositor has only $6,000. 

Private Gain, Public Loss 
If you have ever wondered where all the S&L's money to lend came from, one of the 
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explanations is brokered deposits, a device engineered by Merrill Lynch head and later Treasury 
Secretary Don Regan (CFR), whereby large amounts of money were assembled by brokers and 
placed with no risk in S&Ls. Covered by the preposterously high bailout level, the weakest 
S&Ls paid the highest rates in order to attract these large funds, thus creating a sort of "reverse 
run" from the sounder banks which, in turn, were then weakened. These funds were then loaned 
out primarily to real estate developers. 

It seemed as though no developer's scheme was too ill-conceived or too redundant to get 
credit. Why not? For credit had been socialized: Profits were private and losses public. 

This socialization of credit was responsible for the enormous expansion of credit (debt) in 
the 1980s, driven by the supply of insured funds rather than genuine market demand for housing 
or office space. The natural result was a tremendous over-supply, especially of commercial real 
estate. All this was not only perfectly legal but was approved every step of the way by bank 
examiners and regulators. That some fraud escaped the examiners' scrutiny is true, but it has now 
been established at about .05 percent. Screaming headlines that blame "greedy" or "crooked" 
bankers for the inevitable real estate/banking collapse are simply diverting our attention; they are 
covering up the essential role of government. 

Without the legislation and regulations put in place -- for a price -- by Congress and the 
White House, none of this could or would have happened. Worse still, the guilty politicians are 
never held accountable. Charles Keating and other bankers are in jail or otherwise ruined, but 
Senator Donald Riegle (D-MID), one of the "Keating Five" who ran interference with regulators 
on behalf of Keating, is still collecting his tax-paid salary as chairman of the Senate Banking 
Committee and continuing to do great harm. 


Besides "greed" (incidentally, an epithet originated by our multimillionaire Treasury Secretary 
Nicholas Brady), the other favorite media and government scapegoat for the S&L collapse is 
"junk bonds." The story goes that greedy bankers invested heavily in high-risk junk bonds, and 
that Michael Milken, greedier still, "rigged" the junk bond market, causing a crash that 
bankrupted the S&Ls. This colossal lie needs to be dissected. The truth is that only five percent 
of S&Ls ever held any of these bonds; their holdings comprised 1.2 percent of total S&L assets, 
but about seven percent of the total junk bond market. 

Mass Exodus 

What actually happened is that in the fall of 1989, the Financial Institutions Reform and 
Recovery Act (FIRREA) ordered thrifts (for the government's own purposes, which we will 
explain in a moment) to liquidate their junk bond portfolios all at once. This forced sell-off of 
seven percent of the market unsurprisingly caused prices to plummet. Even though insured, wily 
depositors (perhaps not trusting our bankrupt government) began withdrawing funds. Overnight, 
profitable S&Ls were turned into government-owned basket cases in the hands of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation (RTC). To add to the disaster, the RTC itself, which became the country's 
largest owner of junk bonds (right where the government wanted them) with a portfolio valued at 
over $5 billion, flooded the market again with $1.6 billion of its holdings at the market's bottom 
in 1990. 

In addition to these sales, the government used other means of bringing the junk bond 
market to its knees -- for instance, through insurance regulation. Insurance companies were 
strictly limited as to the amount of junk bonds they could purchase, while the National 
Association of Insurance Commissioners created a new rating system which downgraded all junk 
bonds, even high-quality ones. A tidal wave of selling hit the market. State politicians, sniffing 
the political wind, pulled out public pension funds. Private pension funds nervously followed 
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suit. Mutual funds pulled $3.2 billion, while many private money managers exited in haste. 

So it was government itself that crashed the junk bond market, not Michael Milken, 
although the jailed Milken and other former officials of Drexel Burnham Lambert have just 
agreed to a $1.3 billion settlement of the hundreds of lawsuits brought against them by 
government regulators, aggrieved investors, and others demanding "justice." The FDIC, which 
charged that Milken caused billions of dollars of losses of funds insured by government, is 
getting $500 million in "restitution." 

Some Toxic Waste! 

Why did all this happen? Why did the government push the junk bond market into free 
fall even though it meant giving the coup de grace to some of its own creatures, the 
super-regulated S&Ls? In order to understand, we have to know a few of the real facts about the 
misnamed and much maligned junk bonds, which have been slapped with every epithet from 
"toxic waste" to "house of cards." They were, in fact, just the opposite. Although such bonds had 
been around for decades, they began to play an astonishing role in the early 1980s. It should be 
noted that only 1,000 companies in the nation carry investment-grade ratings; the rest are 
snubbed. So small, new companies on the cutting edge that didn't qualify for investment-grade 
capital from traditional lending sources began to discover high-yield debt and borrowed more 
than $180 billion during the last decade. Eighteen million new jobs were created by these 
companies, while the Fortune 500 simultaneously eliminated 3.65 million jobs. Primarily 
because of high-yield lending to growth industries such as MCI (whose market value rose from 
$370 million to $13 billion), gross national product rose from $2.5 trillion in 1979 to $5.2 trillion 
in 1989. In short, junk bonds ushered in a whole new era in financing the growth businesses of 
the future. 

Those who were willing to risk their money on the future success of new businesses were 
well rewarded. From 1981 to 1991, the average return on ten-year Treasury bills was 10.4 
percent, the Dow Jones Industrial Average was 12.9 percent, while the average return on junk 
bonds was 14.1 percent. Some toxic waste that produces more than Treasury bills! 

This very success was the reason why government Insiders moved against the junk bond 
market and destroyed Drexel Burnham Lambert, the market's most successful player. Michael 
Milken was the star financier at Drexel. In 1983, he single-handedly created a new industry by 
financing the first junk bond takeover of a corporation. Such a method to oust long-established 
corporate executives, many of whom had mismanaged their firms, had never been used before. 
Drexel, with innovations created by the brilliant Milken, helped corporate raiders so successfully 
that by 1986 it had become the most profitable investment bank in the country. It had also made 
many enemies in the highest places. 

Insider Blitz 

Insider members of the Rockefeller group (the super-powerful New York investment 
houses and mega-banks, previously unchallenged in this century) laid plans to obliterate this 
upstart, outsider California competitor and the junk bond market it depended upon. This hardly 
presented a problem, for the Rockefeller group is the government; the government is the 
Rockefeller group. Their fellow insiders Nicholas Brady, Treasury Secretary and former 
investment banker for Dillon Reed, and Alan Greenspan, Federal Reserve head, were 
conveniently in place to pull the right levers through their minions in the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (SEC), Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS), the Federal Home Loan Bank 
(FHLB), Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC), FIRREA, FDIC, FSLIC, and the rest of the giant 
panoply of bureaus under their control. The rest is history. 
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Only the part of the history that hurts us most has been little publicized. During 1989 and 
1990, capital flows to entrepreneurs nearly stopped. Proceeds raised in the junk bond market 
dropped to $1.4 billion from $27.6 billion. Venture capital, initial public offerings of equity, and 
other sources of investment capital, following suit, fell to $91 billion in 1990 from $287 billion 
in 1987. New commercial bank loans to corporations fell to $2 billion in 1990 from $33 billion 
in 1989. Thus, the credit crunch was created, bringing on the recession which is still very much 
with us. 

It should be understood that the Insiders had no intention of permanently obliterating the 
junk bond market. Their objective was to destroy the upstarts Milken and Drexel, then take over 
the market themselves. Yes, junk bonds are back, up to where they were before the government 
interfered, with a current return of over 13 percent. In 1991, new issues rose to $9.9 billion, up 
from $1.4 billion in 1990. Other non-investment grade companies raised $11.5 billion in 
high-yield bonds. Mutual funds that had fled, returned with $3.65 billion of new investment. In 
fact, if the RTC had not sold over a billion dollars worth of its bonds in 1990 in order to push the 
market even lower, it could have sold them for $640 million more a year later. The same applies 
to the S&Ls: Had they not been forced to sell, many of them might now be in the black. These 
facts are kept from the taxpayers. 

The new billions in the junk bond market, however, are totally inadequate compared to 
the need. There is not nearly enough capital available to entrepreneurs, especially for start-ups. 
New businesses can no longer get off the ground. It will take time for investor confidence to 
return. Until this happens, the long-awaited economic recovery will be wishful thinking. 

Winner Takes the Spoils 

But that is incidental compared to the fact that we hear no more of corporate raiders; that 
horrifying threat to Insider corporate heads has vanished along with Drexel Burnham Lambert. 
The junk bond market is safely in the hands of Insiders; after Drexel's destruction, Solomon 
Brothers (one of Drexel's severest critics during the 1980s) jumped in and is now a leading trader 
in the market Drexel created. 

This is the same Solomon Brothers that has a history of breaking the law. Among other 
crimes, it cornered the government's bond market auctions (price fixing), made 70 illegal short 
sales on 19 stocks (valued at $12.5 million) during the 1987 market crash, took $1.7 million from 
its customers' accounts, altered the prices of 55 securities, and diverted $1.3 million of the 
embezzled funds to its own account. For these amazing crimes Solomon paid a few fines, but 
continues as a bidder at Treasury auctions (thanks to Secretary Brady). Its head, John Gutfreud, 
was allowed to quietly step aside. No indictment, no prison term, no personal fine. As a member 
of the CFR, Gutfreud was perfectly justified in thinking he could flout the law with impunity, 
secure in the knowledge that his fellow criminals would find a way to set up a double-standard 
for his benefit. 

So if greed and junk bonds had nothing to do with the S&L collapse, what did? As the Wall 
Street Journal put it on March 10, 1992: 

If you're going to wreck a business the size of the U.S. thrift industry, you need a lot 

more power than Michael Milken ever had. You need the power of national 

political authority, the kind of power possessed only by regulators and Congress. 

Whatever "hold" Milken or junk bonds may have had on the S&Ls, it was nothing 

compared with the interventions of Congress. 

Precisely. The omnivorous, destructive power of government is nowhere better illustrated 
than in the history of regulation of the savings and loan industry. Originally private partnerships 
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or "building societies" of friends and neighbors saving to buy homes, these increasingly 
prosperous "thrift" groups attracted the attention of politicians offended by their unregulated 
success. Accordingly, they held out the carrot of protection in return for a little regulation. 

First came chartering, which, like all licensing, controlled competition and gave a 
government stamp of approval which attracted investors. Later, minimum capitalization 
requirements limited the field; regulations as to size, location, territories to be served, and 
services to be rendered gave everyone a level playing field; reserve requirements served as 
another leveler; usury laws (applauded by the public) that limited the interest rates S&Ls could 
charge made sure that no S&L could forge ahead by profiling more for superior performance or 
service. Thus, segmented markets, price fixing, entry restrictions, and protection from both 
outside and inside competition effectively removed S&Ls from their original legitimate place in 
the free market and turned them into wards of government. 

Government-Designed Debacle 

For a while, regulation and cartelization seemed to work as the thrifts prospered. But the 
economic dissertations of the cartel combined with the government's own rampant inflation of 
the 1970s brought about their downfall. Since inflation boosts interest rates in order to cover the 
anticipated decrease in the value of money to be repaid in the future, Carter's inflation lifted 
interest rates far above those that S&Ls were permitted to pay. S&L depositors lost no time in 
switching to higher yielding money market mutual funds, sparking a liquidity crisis for the 
thrifts. In addition, S&L long-term mortgages yielding only the fixed interest rate fell sharply in 
value. The S&Ls were squeezed between government regulation and government inflation. 

As the crisis deepened, the government had it within its power to save the S&Ls. It could 
have stopped the inflation and/or called off its most harmful regulations; that is, it could have 
allowed S&Ls the variable rate mortgages that commercial banks enjoyed and permitted interest 
rates to rise to the market level. The government did neither. Instead, the cry went up that the 
banks could be saved only by "broader and more stringent regulation." 

This turned out to be the increase in deposit insurance coverage to $100,000 which was 
quietly slipped through without debate and which increased potential taxpayer liability by two 
and one-half times. Two years later (1982) the Garn-St. Germain Act, breaking the historical 
restriction to home mortgages, greatly expanded the type of project savings and loans could 
finance, allowing them to lend 100 percent of appraised value -- that is, whatever an appraiser 
could be persuaded (or bribed) to recommend, regardless of market value. Although not 
necessarily harmful as long as the borrower is honest and reliable, this did, in fact, give the green 
light to other crooked developers and over-eager lenders. Why not take a $2 million loan on a $1 
million project? If your project flopped, you walked away with $1 million. After all, the money 
was insured! 

Subsequent laws passed by Congress attempting to control the disaster it had created did 
nothing but accelerate the crisis. Between 1980 and 1986, 664 FSLIC-insured thrifts failed. 
Losses soon exceeded FSLIC funds and the American taxpayer was left holding the bag. Rather 
than close hundreds of insolvent S&Ls, authorities hid the debacle they had wrought as long as 
possible with accounting gimmicks and illusory assets such as "good will," which was counted 
as capital. 

Federal "Rescue" 

Finally, in August 1989, George Bush signed the misnamed Savings and Loan Reform 
and Rescue Act (it does just the opposite), the largest federal "rescue" on record, eclipsing the 
combined bailouts of Lockheed, Chrysler, Penn Central, and New York City. Here we see how 
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the government snaps shut the trap once the prey is helplessly inside. Previously, S&Ls could 
choose to become commercial banks provided they met certain conditions. To escape heavy 
assessments (in 1988 thrifts paid $1.2 billion in extra premiums -- or half their earnings -- in 
order to keep insolvent members going), many S&Ls chose to convert to banks. The "Reform" 
Act put a stop to such escapes. This tells us that the government prefers to see S&Ls collapse 
rather than survive in another form. 

However, the Act does allow thrifts to sell up to 35 percent of their deposits (to raise 
capital) to commercial banks -- providing they pay "exit fees." This fee can be, and is, set at 
whatever level forces the great majority of S&Ls to choose to bear S&L regulation and suffer 
S&L assessments rather than pay the fee, while those few who choose to sell pay a maximum 
amount. Both the fee and the selling "privilege" are manipulated as necessary to keep the banks 
boxed in, right where the government wants them. 

Although some labels were changed and billions of dollars called for to close or merge 
insolvent institutions, not a word was murmured as to the causes of the financial debacle. No one 
mentioned abolishing or even reducing the $100,000 deposit insurance, the chief culprit (not to 
mention "too big to fail"), which continues to subsidize risk in direct proportion to the degree of 
risk taken. No one mentioned that deposit insurance, Roosevelt's brainchild, is totalitarian in 
concept (economic transfer), subsidizing certain people (depositors) at the expense of others. No 
one explained why this particular type of investment (an interest-paying bank account) should be 
taxpayer insured when stocks, bonds, real estate, one's own business, etc., are not. No one 
pointed out that insurance relieves depositors of responsibility for their own choices, or that 
"reverse runs" (withdrawals from sound banks to weak ones paying higher interest) sucks funds 
from sound projects and allocates them to projects that would not otherwise have attracted 
funding (misallocation of savings), keeping society poorer than it otherwise would be. In short, 
the American people are paying an exorbitant price for federal deposit insurance. 

Although the "Reform" Act mandates grossly excessive fines (up to $1 million per day) 
and imprisonment (up to 20 years) for bank managers, and allocates $75 million annually for 
their prosecution (assuring that there will be endless prosecutions), the legislators who passed the 
Act (at least half) are silent about their own guilt in creating, guiding, and protecting the system. 
The real culprits are going free without even a reprimand. Legislators, regulators, shareholders 
who sought to benefit, managers who made the loans, developers who cheated, depositors who 
looked to government for security, all contributed to this incredible calamity. These are the 
individuals who should be called to account. But true to form, Congress cooked up a "reform" 
law that reforms nothing, but singles out the bank managers, many of whom are now being 
prosecuted for the crime of "unsafe lending" (legal and approved at the time) involving 
punishments which surely must violate Article VIII of the Bill of Rights prohibiting cruel and 
unusual punishment. 

Meanwhile, many ex-regulators, instead of joining the managers in jail, are exploiting 
their knowledge of the system as highly paid S&L lawyers or consultants to the government 
itself. In 1988 alone, FHLB and FSLIC, although employing 200 in-house attorneys, paid $110 
million tax dollars to outside law firms, some of which were employing ex-regulators from these 
two agencies. 

Financial Fire Sale 

Instead of getting rid of culpable agencies, the "Reform" Act created a giant new one, the 
Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC), the biggest ever of its kind. Its job is to sell back into 
private hands seized (nationalized) S&L real estate and financial assets worth as much as some 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


nations. By its very nature, the RTC invites not only the usual government waste and foul-ups, 
but also exploitation, profiteering, corruption, and endless law suits against the government. Its 
basic aim in handling the nationalized real estate is to sell as rapidly as possible; in order to do 
this, it is selling its commercial real estate in bulk. 

When property is offered for sale in packages of multiple millions, cash only, there's not 
much question about who the buyers will be. For instance, GE Capital Corporation (already a 
buyer in two other big RTC deals) has just purchased 52 shopping centers for a total price that is 
one-sixth to one-eighth their construction costs. At $75 million, GE Capital is paying $12.50 a 
square foot for property that cost $75 to $100 a square foot during the 1980s "building frenzy." 
Some of the shopping centers are regularly paying on their loans; some, although 
non-performing, are in good condition and well located; some could be torn down to make way 
for more lucrative investments. GE Capital, "knowledgeable in these kinds of products," stands 
to make millions; the taxpayers are bilked twice, once to repay S&L depositors, and again for the 
huge losses built into RTC's selling process. 

What we're seeing is a redistribution of wealth from the taxpayer to big business. At last 
count, the government owned more than 62,000 parcels of real estate, a good chunk of the 
industry. The cry is for "shoving the junk out the door," no matter what the loss to taxpayers. 
Why wouldn't it be sensible to turn the sales over to private real estate experts who understand 
how to maximize profits and minimize loss in the real estate industry? But then, this would 
disrupt the cozy games between the RTC and big business Insiders. For example, the head of GE 
is John F. Welch, a member of the CFR. 

As for government absurdity and waste, it would be difficult to beat the following. The 
Senate recently approved $42 billion of new spending authority for the RTC -- but the House 
refused to agree. Led by Representative Bill McCollum (R-FL), some members of the House are 
at last becoming courageous enough to buck the demands for a constant outflow of billions to 
"clean up the mess." This House revolt, small as it is, is at least going in the right direction, but 
its immediate cause defies rationality. During the 1980s the OTS persuaded 53 healthy S&Ls to 
buy a number of insolvent S&Ls by counting "good will" as capital, thus providing the capital 
increase needed in order to meet the (government set) new risk ratio created by the poor quality 
of the assumed assets. But then Congress, backing away from the ensuing ridicule, canceled this 
use of "good will." The healthy S&Ls now find themselves defined as "troubled" 
(undercapitalized) and targeted for takeover. With $100 billion in assets, these 53 thrills will cost 
the RTC $25 billion to close (as well as the loss of 25,000 jobs). McCollum wants the 
government to buy back the "good will" for $2.5 billion, which would supply the capital 
necessary to stay open. He wants to know why taxpayers should be hit for $25 billion instead of 
$2.5 billion. McCollum sounds far too sensible to be in the House. 

Taxpayer Abuse 

There seems to be no end to the body-blows being sustained by taxpayers. Take 
developer Robert Burns of Phoenix, who defaulted on over $150 million in loans from S&Ls, 
adding many millions to bailout costs. Burns is now dealing in land he buys cheap from RTC. He 
pays cash to RTC at fire-sale prices. He gets his cash from personal funds routed through 
Panamanian corporations and from investors, several of whom served as officers or directors of 
the very banks whose loans he defaulted on. In short, Burns and his associates are being enriched 
by the debacle they helped bring about. The "Reform" Act does nothing to prevent the RTC from 
dealing with Burns or others like him; nor does it require restitution for such defaults. 

Another way that taxpayers are being taken to the cleaners is through millions of dollars 
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in costs for lawsuits springing from RTC liquidation of property. For instance, when the FDIC 
liquidated "only" $9 billion in assets of failed commercial banks, it triggered about 21,000 claims 
and lawsuits, a fact little known by the public. Judging from this, RTC's disposal of over $500 
billion in real assets could engender more than a million suits by home buyers, contractors, and 
suppliers. RTC is being sued for violating everything from federal plant closing statutes to state 
labor laws to contractual obligations. While the media sensationalizes government suits against 
managers, we hear almost nothing about these suits against us, the taxpayers. 


While all these consequences of the S&L Reform and Rescue Act (one now appreciates how 
hilarious this title is) are destructive enough, we must keep our eye on the ball and realize that 
the Act's crucial impact has been to greatly enlarge the power of government. Once again we are 
hearing the old refrain that more and stiffer regulations are imperative for "protecting the public" 
from incompetent or crooked S&L management. Toward this end, S&Ls that fail to operate "in 
an approved manner" are now being directly supervised by the Office of Thrift Supervision (new 
name for same old regulators), which may then limit or forbid dividends to shareholders, limit or 
forbid compensation to bank officials, and forbid the granting of new loans (the lifeblood of the 
banks). Those that operate "in an approved manner" may have these controls waived. Shades of 
the USSR! Obviously, the S&Ls (private institutions, in case you've forgotten) are now operating 
solely at the pleasure of, and as prescribed by, the federal government. 

The commercial banks, too, are deeply mired in sweeping regulations that have brought 
about the downfall or distress of many. So destructive have regulations become (compared to 
advantages) that the bankers are finally screaming for relief. The American Bankers Association 
says its members spent $10.7 billion to comply with regulations last year; the November banking 
law will add several billion more this year. Last year's regulatory spending represented 59 
percent of the industry's $18 billion in profits, adding to the credit crunch. Bankers say they 
could lend $30 billion more annually if their spending to comply with rules was cut only 25 
percent. 

Welfare Banking 

One of the Bush Administration's most politicized banking rules is the Community 
Reinvestment Act, which requires banks to make loans in all areas of their communities, even 
the lowest income ones. This egalitarian Act turns banks into charitable institutions or arms of 
the welfare state, removing them from the risk/profit/loss basis of our once-free economy. 
Although bankers now say this act is one of their gravest concerns, they did little or nothing to 
prevent its passage. They held their tongues for fear of being labeled "racist" by the "civil rights" 
groups which can always be counted on to make a great noise on behalf of the Insiders' leveling 
plans. 

Now the Bush Administration, with unashamed hypocrisy, has unveiled a bill to "ease 
regulations," contending they are restraining credit (only too true). Treasury Secretary Nicholas 
Brady won the prize for gall when he said, "The S&L crisis taught us the perils of weak 
regulations. Now we are learning about the costs of over-regulation." Continuing the charade, 
Brady said he had little optimism that such a bill would pass this year. "I never thought the sole 
purpose of legislation is to get it enacted in two or three months," he said in a memorable double 
entendre. 

Especially destructive, but little known to the public, are recent regulations dealing with 
capital. Although, as already mentioned, fractional reserve banking has made a charade of the 
concept of reserves, at least banks were accustomed to operating within a set of fixed definitions. 
But in 1989 Secretary Brady (or the think-tank gurus employed by the Insiders) thought up an 
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incredibly irrational measure that is driving many weaker banks to the wall. Brady simply 
redefined what constitutes capital. Thus billions of dollars of what the Treasury itself had once 
called capital were defined away. For instance, loan loss reserves, logically enough, always used 
to be called capital. But Treasury arbitrarily decided that a good pan of loan loss reserves are no 
longer considered to be capital, even though the reserves are still there. Since regulators measure 
a bank's soundness by the ratio of capital to assets on the books, the new definition changed the 
ratio. Many banks then found themselves targeted as "undercapitalized." 

When these banks sought to raise capital by offering new securities, they were hindered 
by another regulation, which requires "troubled" banks to eliminate all dividends, even the penny 
a share required by mutual and pension fund charters which prohibit the purchase of nondividend 
paying stocks. Thus, these banks were cut off from a huge pool of funds. Then, when the banks 
moved to sell preferred stock, the regulators once again defined away most of this new capital, 
creating a further capital "shortage" seemingly without end. 

"Prompt Corrective Action" 

With a large number of banks thus in "trouble," last November Congress created a new 
layer of regulations tied to bank capital (new definition). In the name of saving the FDIC from 
bleeding to death (this was only for public consumption; it did anyway, requiring a taxpayer 
infusion of $70 billion), regulators are now required to take "prompt corrective action" when 
capital declines. Regulators now have the power to take over, merge, or sell banks before they 
become "insolvent" (new definition). More than 100 banks have been targeted under these new 
regulations and are desperately looking for merger partners. They don't have far to look. 

Why should we be surprised at the news of the extraordinary surge in mergers as reported 
in The Wall Street Journal for June 22nd? Or that not just smaller banks are being bought out, 
as in the past, but also large numbers of major independents? The largest banks in Washington, 
West Virginia, Indiana, and Arizona have recently been acquired by huge regional banking 
companies such as Bank One Corporation of Columbus, Ohio and Fleet Financial Group of 
Boston. Since we have it firsthand from FDR himself that "nothing in politics happens by 
accident," we can justly infer from the foregoing that this consolidation is precisely what the 
Treasury (and Insiders) intended. 

Although last November's banking bill failed to break the McFadden Act's long-standing 
ban on bank expansion across state lines, de facto national banking is going ahead full blast, 
spurred by deals that individual states cut with each other. BankAmerica Corporation, for 
instance, runs a sprawling empire in many western states and Texas and is considering bidding 
for "troubled" institutions in Chicago and New England. KeyCorp in the northeast and 
NationsBank in the mid-Atlantic states are doing the same. "Banks are jockeying for the coming 
world of nation-wide banking," a Merrill Lynch official said. 


But the revolution in banking is planned to cut far deeper than mere size or numbers. Consider: 
The push is on (supported by Bush and Brady) to allow banks to engage directly in non-banking 
activity, including owning equity in commercial business. What Bush and Brady aren't 
mentioning is that this would stretch the federal "safety net" -- deposit insurance and access to 
the Fed's discount window -- under not just banks but much of the rest the economy as well, 
potentially making the present taxpayer liability nightmare look like small change. In addition, 
because of insured deposits, banks are able to raise funds more cheaply than others; this means 
that bank-owned enterprises would have an advantage over non-bank ones, eventually driving 
companies into the arms of commercial banks, which by that time will be mammoth holding 
companies bearing little resemblance to banks as we now know them. 
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The Future of Banking 

In fact, national banking may then have an entirely different meaning. As we have seen, 
government decrees are deliberately spreading an epidemic of insolvency throughout the 
financial system, destroying the system's fundamental function of financing economic growth. 
Rapidly as mergers are taking place, they are no match for the disastrous rate of failures among 
the nation's 12,400 banks. 

In the best tradition of government creating a situation so untenable that "only 
government" can solve it, outright nationalization of banking is the only logical step that the 
Insiders have still to take. And it looks as though they are preparing to take it. The 
Administration, the FDIC, and Congress are pushing a proposal to have the government buy 
equity stakes in "troubled" banks while they are still solvent in order to "save the taxpayer 
money." FDIC officials say that things simply cannot go on as they are now; it would be 
"cheaper" to keep these institutions alive with government money than to bail them out in the 
future. The RTC held a hearing in April on the proposal and the Senate (with Republican 
support) shortly thereafter passed an RTC refunding bill that would provide $1.85 billion for that 
purpose. Although the House has not yet concurred, Representative Henry Gonzalez, chairman 
of the House Banking Committee, supports the measure, which is expected to pass. 

But wait: If a bank in which the government intends to buy an equity stake is actually still 
solvent, that means the stockholders still own something of value. Why not let them and the 
market judge the future prospects of any feeble bank? If the market judges it to be a promising 
risk, then private investors will be found. Why would Uncle Sam be needed as an equity 
investor? 

Why, indeed? 

LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Russia's "Mercy 
Missiles" 

The Coming Order: Reflections on Sovietology and the Media, by Andrei Navrozov, 
London: Claridge Press, 1991, 59 pages, paperback. 

This past May a strange story, taken from Aviation Week and Space Technology, 
surfaced in some daily newspapers around the country. Entitled "Missiles of Mercy," it is in 
many respects typical of what is now coming out of the "former Soviet Union." The story relates 
that Boris Yeltsin has proposed that his country use its vaunted SS-18 intercontinental ballistic 
missiles to deliver food to the needy. The article claims that the nose cone of the SS-18 (a missile 
which the Pentagon describes as "the world's largest ... an awesome combination of range, 
accuracy, and payload") can be filled with up to 7 tons of food, blankets, tents, and other relief 
supplies. The article goes on to say that "when an emergency occurs in an isolated part of the 
world, Russia would just lob an SS-18 with sustenance for the needy. Such a flight would take 
little more than half an hour, Mikhail Maley, Yeltsin's defense advisor, reportedly has said." 

Outrageous Propaganda 

We may assume that this particularly bizarre proposal is calculated to evoke in 
Westermers a more exculpatory attitude over the continuing violation by the "former Soviets" of 
every disarmament treaty they have ever signed, while in the meantime our leaders engage in a 
veritable bacchanalia of victory celebrations and self-congratulations over the "demise" of 
communism, topped off with the greatest arms reductions since 1947. 

The story of giant "mercy missiles" loaded with "peace bombs" for "the needy" strikes 
one as a rather crude and outrageous piece of propaganda. It is as if the German Wehrmacht had 
claimed in 1938 that their panzer armies and bomber fleets were being amassed for no other 
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purpose than to transport humanitarian assistance to Poland and France in case of spring floods. 
Either the "former Soviets" have become especially confident or else their respect for their 
opponents abroad has reached a new low. Whatever the case, the story is only one of dozens 
tailored to fit the hopes and fears of specific audiences in Europe and America, to beguile and 
threaten in the same breath. 

We have, for instance, read that the "former Soviets" are now "too disorganized" by their 
"collapse" to destroy any weapons, that portions of the military establishment have run amok and 
refuse to obey their political bosses, and that war industries have taken on a life of their own and 
just keep turning out weapons of mass destruction regardless of dear old Boris's heroic efforts to 
stop them. It is said too that the Commonwealth's "independent republics" (all led by "former" 
communists, incidentally) are frightened of one another and must therefore maintain a military 
deterrence. If that is not convincing, perhaps you would believe that economic dislocation 
brought on by the conversion from wicked communism to peaceful capitalism leaves no money 
in the budget to destroy weapons. The list goes on and on. 

The most disquieting thing about these stories, according to author Andrei Navrozov, is 
that in the West they are being accepted almost universally and at face value, without debate, 
question, reflection, or suspicion. Moreover, the few men who dare publicly to contest the rigid 
conformity imposed by government and media in this matter have run headlong into an iron 
curtain of silence. The author states: "It is nearly impossible to invoke the fundamental principle 
of totalitarianism's strategy in polite discourse in the West without being diagnosed as a 
paranoiac. Indeed, since the diagnosis is psychologically defensive, one may well infer that what 
one's interlocutors fear most is fear itself." The government and its media allies, in fact, go out of 
their way to allay the least trace of fear. 

Strategic Deception 

Navrozov's new book centers on what he sees as the duping of the mass media (and even 
certain well-known anti-communists) by means of the most ambitious disinformation and 
deception campaign in history. Consequently, he believes, we are mortally imperiled. As one 
might expect from the foregoing, the author rejects glasnost, perestroika, and Soviet reform as 
authentic movements towards freedom. The so-called liberation of Eastern Europe, he holds, was 
a KGB operation from the beginning, and as long as the new "democracies" there do not possess 
any means to prevent some future Soviet crackdown, they remain as vulnerable as the protesters 
in Tiananmen Square. The situation in that part of the world calls to mind Lenin's dictum that 
one is justified in taking two steps backwards if this allows one later to take three forward. All of 
these things are components in a lethal game of strategic deception that aims finally at the 
disarming and "Finlandization" of the West, followed not long after by the imposition of 
totalitarian rule. 

The Coming Order is a short work, an essay actually, and is best read in conjunction with 
another book on long-term Soviet strategy, New Lies for Old, by Anatoly Golitsyn. Navrozov 
makes reference to Golitsyn several times, quotes from him extensively, and defends the 
controversial defector against his critics. Golitsyn's long service in the KGB and his intense 
study of Soviet methods and long-range strategy give him a clear insight into the Soviet mind, 
permitting him accurately to predict the future in his book. Navrozov comments: "It is precisely 
because what is known in the West today as 'Gorbachev's perestroika' had been launched by his 
mentor Andropov during Brezhnev's last years that Golitsyn's analysis was borne out by events." 

Powerful Military Economy 
Some of the most intriguing parts of Navrozov's new book are his revelations about the 
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Soviet economic system. We know that the consumer segment of the Soviet system has always 
been deficient in providing an abundance of goods for ordinary citizens. Westerners have 
understood this to mean that the entire Soviet system has been an abject failure, resting as it does 
on central planning instead of the free marketplace. One of the problems with this logic is that 
we tend to view the Soviet system through the tinted spectacles of our own preconceived notions. 
We would do better to see things as an upper-echelon Soviet apparatchik sees them, through the 
eyes of a man who has a different vision of reality and who cares little about consumer goods for 
the masses. Underarm deodorant, soft drinks, designer jeans, and hair dryers may be big 
priorities here, but they are not priorities among those whose purpose it is to maintain control 
over an empire and someday extend that empire. 

This is even more evident when we consider the nature of the Soviet military economy. 
Navrozov points out that the central planning that has dominated the civilian segment of the 
economy does not apply where the military segment is concerned. The Soviets employ ignorance 
of this fact, once again, to mislead their enemies. The well-advertised, pathetic failures in the 
civilian sector induce outsiders to assume that the strategic sector is comparably weak. This has 
never been the case, however, at least not since the 1930s. The author remarks that "the 
economic system of totalitarianism perfected by Stalin, 'State Capitalism,’ has succeeded in 
segregating -- and flaunting -- nonstrategic central planning with such sophistication that 
Western observers have never been able so much as to peek behind its picturesquely crumbling 
facade." 

In 1939, Navrozov notes, Stalin wished to produce a modern fighter for the Soviet Air 
Force. Knowing better than to rely on central planning to do this, he established 17 separate 
capitalist-style companies fully financed by the Soviet government and staffed with top experts. 
Stalin then instructed each, in competition with the others, to design the best fighter plane 
possible. Three modern fighters were finally selected and the foundation was established for the 
Soviet aircraft industry. 

To be sure, Soviet tractors, television sets, and automobiles are poorly crafted, since they 
are the products of the ramshackle, civilian "external market." But the military "internal market," 
run along capitalist lines, produces formidable military hardware. And, though the Soviet system 
has supposedly collapsed, the internal market continues even now to manufacture enormous 
quantities of spectacular new fighters, advanced space weapons, reload-refire ICBMs, 
titantum-skinned submarines, and hosts of other ultra-modern weapons systems. "The Soviet 
civilian economy has been in a state of collapse since 1917," Navrozov observes, "just as the 
Soviet strategic infrastructure has prospered...." 

Willful Blindness 

Apart from a tiny handful of men, primarily émigré writers and defectors from the Soviet 
Union, very few have the courage to consider the possibility that the USSR is dissembling 
collapse and may be preparing once again for conquest. This almost uniform silence is reason 
enough for grave concern, even alarm. It would seem that so long as there are profits to be made 
selling high-tech items to Yeltsin and his friends, many people do not wish to see, hear, or speak 
about anything other than peace and the "new world order." 

Towards this willful blindness Navrozov's warning is blunt: 

Even those who concede that the KGB, and not the tooth fairy, has "opened up" Russia 

and "liberated" Eastern Europe fail to recognize in science and technology the 

very hangman's rope which Lenin promised the West would sell .... If the Soviet 

system is collapsing, science and technology will not save it, and Western 
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businessmen can once again, in Orwell's words of 1940, "tumble over one 

another" in their eagerness to sell totalitarianism the best rope money can buy. 

Should Navrozov's assessment be correct, Americans can only blame themselves for not 
heeding those who tried to awaken them. Though it will be precious little comfort to us then, we 
will be in interesting company, historically speaking. We will join the roll of extinct nations that 
allowed themselves to become the victims of strategic deception, for these techniques are old 
indeed. Five hundred years before the birth of Christ a Chinese general by the name of Sun Tzu 
wrote, "All warfare is based on deception. Hence, when able to attack we must seem unable; 
when using our forces, we must seem inactive; when we are near, we must make the enemy 
believe that we are away; when far away, we must make him believe we are near. Hold out baits 
to entice the enemy. Feign disorder, and crush him." 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


The Humanist Agenda 

Dr. James Dobson, writing in the July issue of Focus on the Family magazine, offers a 
good 25-point summary of what humanists would like to accomplish in America. Here are a few 
of those points: 

* "Convince the public that the training and development of children are far too important 
to be left to the whims and errors of parents." 

* "Teach students that gay and lesbian life-styles are no less moral than heterosexual 
relationships." 

* "Remove all references to God from school literature..." 

¢ "Require churches, businesses and schools to hire gays, lesbians and others who 
contradict their faith." 

¢ "Expand the power of government and its bureaucracies to control every vestige of 
private life." 

* "Implement an aggressive sex-ed program, beginning in kindergarten, that is guided by 
no moral code." 

¢ "Fight tooth and nail to retain the right to abortion...." 

* "Operate aggressive 'death education’ classes in public schools to desensitize children to 
dying and to help them see life materialistically." (Focus on the Family, Pomona, CA 91799) 

To Be or Not To Be 

Pro-abortionist Beverly Wildung Harrison, writing in the Spring 1992 issue of 
Conscience: A Newsjournal of Prochoice Catholic Opinion, answers the unanswerable 
question: What if "I" had been aborted? "The question, when it has been pressed on me, has 
always caused me to smile," says Harrison, "for I almost was a medically dictated abortion .... 
But I also know, as anyone who comprehends the development of self-awareness will 
understand, that if I had been aborted, there would have been no 'T' to experience it." 

Harrison's logic reminds us of a murderer wondering about all the fuss over a little 
homicide; after all, the victim never complained or filed charges. And as anyone who 
comprehends the development of self-awareness knows, if a person has ceased to be, then he has 
no rights. Right?! It's only logical. (Catholics for a Free Choice, 1436 U St. NW, Washington, 
DC 20009-3916) 

Radical on the Right 

Earlier this year, former radicals Peter Collier and David Horowitz launched Heterodoxy, 

a journal of "articles and animadversions on political correctness and other follies." 
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Heterodoxy's June 1992 issue contains many hilarious examples of leftist buffoonery. 
For example, Rick Burns, "a women's soccer coach at Mount Holyoke" was forced to use 
politically correct language when addressing his team. In particular he was told not to use the 
term "girls" or "guys." When speaking of a tall player on an opposing team, he had to refer to her 
as "vertically endowed." He also could not say "subs" for substitutes -- too hierarchical and 
demeaning. His repeated praise of the team's superstar was considered elitist. "Burns was 
denounced by some team members for being 'sexist' and one team member ... came close to 
calling for his resignation." Let's face it, Feminists make poor sportsmen. (12400 Ventura Blvd. 
Studio City, CA 91604) 

Italian Division 

Carolyn Luxemburg, writing in the August issue of Freedom Review, quotes Northern 
Italian politician Umberto Bossi. Bossi states that Italy is divided into three parts: a productive 
north, a bureaucratic and distributionist Roman center, and a socially plagued south. According 
to Bossi's party, which represents Lombardy and the north, "Italy's wealthy north is hurt by the 
notoriously inefficient central government and by numerous government subsidies which funnel 
northern revenue to the relatively poorer, organized crime-ridden south...." The growing internal 
division of the Italian state has become economic, demographic, and cultural as the north moves 
"closer to the rest of Europe than southern Italy." 

Statistics support the divided-nation claim. Luxemburg notes: 

Unemployment in the south was 19.9 percent in 1991 versus 6.5 percent in the north; as 

far as crime goes, there were 6.4 voluntary homicides per 100,000 people in 1991 

in the south versus 1.3 per 100,000 in the north; and in 1990, thirty-five 

newspapers and magazines were sold per person in the south, while in the north 

the number was eighty-nine. 

Minor points perhaps, but when coupled with real and perceived regional inequities, and 
joined to a vibrant movement like the "Autonomous Lombard League," they indicate that Italy 
may be heading toward the same realignment path that is currently sweeping Eastern Europe. 
(Freedom House, 48 East 21st St., New York, NY 10010, $20) 

Reading and Rioting 

Ron Paul, in the July 15th issue of his Political Report, gives a telling analysis of the LA 
Riots: "Riot gear, tear gas, smashed windows, destruction, and death. These have become the 
symbols of urban America in 1992." 

One picture from the LA conflagration stands out as a benchmark in our nation's decline. 
Paul observes: "Of all the stores that were looted, only one had its goods simply thrown on the 
sidewalk rather than stolen: a bookstore. The owner of Stuart Brent Books said, 'Think of the 
shame they brought to one of the three or four great streets in America. The thing that frightens 
me is how close we are to barbarism." (1120 NASA Blvd., Suite 104, Houston, Texas 77058, 
$50) 

-- JAMES L. SAUER 


ECONOMICS Who Will Tell the 
Children? 

One of the frustrations of being a financial consultant of conservative persuasion today is 
that so much of what one has warned about in the last 20 years is finally coming to pass. Yet 
with all the warnings about deficit spending, debauching the currency, an over-regulated 
economy, excessive taxation, and the destruction of the moral code supporting savings, property 
rights, capital accumulation, and increased productivity, it has all actually come to pass with 
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barely a yawn from the American people. 

And rather than resulting in an attention-grabbing stock market crash and a depression, 
the process has produced a vague uneasiness, mixed with buoyant financial markets. While the 
level of unemployment is high, it is not nearly as high as during the severe cycles of the past. 
Where there has been trouble in the banking system, the government has stepped forward to 
control the crisis in a way that makes the average depositor wonder what all the fuss is about. 
The stock market, rather than sensing the aura of financial trouble, moves ever higher. 

Social "Safety Net" 

The slow motion nature of this deterioration may be part of the explanation. But on 
further reflection, it appears that most people at this point simply haven't yet felt the full force of 
the financial deterioration because relatively few have experienced economic trauma firsthand. 
They see those who have suffered, but have comforted themselves with the thought that it is an 
unfortunate aberration unlikely to affect them. 

Most Americans have not yet felt the full consequences of liberal economic policies 
because these policies have created a broad social "safety net" which has temporarily delayed the 
blow. Even though the nation has experienced a world-class banking collapse, deposits were 
insured by the government (taxpayers). The government has borrowed whatever necessary after 
the exhaustion of insurance funds to keep the system functioning. Having been preserved, that 
money has flowed freely to stocks as interest rates have fallen, creating one of the great bull 
markets of all time. You might say we have borrowed the money from future generations to 
preserve our standard of living. Companies have collapsed along with their pension funds, but 
the Pension Benefit Corporation has been there to help. Even if a good part of a major city is 
torched by hoodlums, the government has been there to help, no questions asked. It merely 
borrows the necessary money to maintain the present social order. 

But what of future generations? Just because costs are hidden and deferred doesn't mean 
those costs don't exist. The principal and interest on the accumulated public debt must be 
serviced or there will be default. Someone in the future must keep paying. Considering that 
funded and non-funded liabilities of the U.S. now approach a staggering $20 trillion, such 
transfers require the diversion of massive resources from one generation to another. The phrase, 
"We owe it to ourselves" obscures a fundamental problem: Who is the "we"? It is our children. 

What the social "safety net" really amounts to is a system of preserving today's living 
standards at the expense of future generations. An article in the May 30, 1992 issue of The 
Economist estimates that entitlements (mostly social security, government pensions, and 
Medicare) now are running over $700 billion a year. Then there are quasi entitlements such as 
tax breaks on housing and health care that add perhaps another $250 billion. Thus, Americans 
living today receive almost $950 billion in transfer payments out of a budget of about $1.5 
trillion. Add in interest on the national debt (about $300 billion) and about $250 billion for 
defense, and that absorbs the bulk of the budget. Tax revenues are about $1 trillion, so the real 
deficit is in the range of $500 billion plus. There are also the non-funded liabilities -- the bail-out 
of the banks, pensions, and other government guarantees -- that approach $16 trillion. 

Thus, financing the "safety net" is now the chief occupation of the federal government. 
This huge wealth-transfer mechanism takes largely from the working middle-class young and 
transfers wealth to the elderly who, on the whole, are better off. As chart #1 shows, in constant 
dollars, the average American has not seen an increase in his standard of living for 20 years. 
Only the elderly have seen a real rise. Income aside, by all other measures of net worth such as 
savings, home ownership, and medical insurance coverage, the elderly are among the most 
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well-off groups in society with the lowest poverty rates. The retired and the near retired on 
average have much higher real household net worth because their homes are largely paid for and 
they have larger investment portfolios. The real rise in the standard of living for only this one 
group has been greatly enhanced because the elderly (about 12.5 percent) of the population 
receive about 65 percent of all federal benefits (see chart #2). 

Liberal Design 

Only a liberal could design such a system! Only a liberal could bleat incessantly about 
"equality of income" and "equal opportunity," while implementing an onerous amalgam of taxes 
to systematically shift cost to the relatively poorer younger generation for the benefit of the 
wealthier elderly, who earned much of their money before the welfare state choked off 
productivity and real wage increases. Beyond that, liberals have the temerity to borrow and 
obligate trillions more from future generations. The system which liberals have developed is 
selling future American generations into slavery. 

Few Americans have understood fully what the welfare state really means or the 
inherently flawed nature of many social programs. Take social security, for example. The 
government has systematically mislead generations of Americans, calling people who are 
compelled to be covered by social security "participants" and FICA taxes "contributions." How 
many Americans know that their "contributions" into social security have already been spent by 
the government? How many realize that social security "benefits" have little to do with 
"contributions" and that present "recipients" will pull out all that they paid into this "trust fund" 
on average in just 3.6 years? After that, the retired will live off the taxpayer or on money 
borrowed from the next generation. Early participants have gotten much more out than they paid 
in. The younger the worker, the less they'll get back compared to what was paid in. If people 
today really got back their "fair share of what they paid into the system," few would ever 
publicly utter the phrase. Even the few of the present generation who understand the actuarial 
deficiencies of this liberal "safety net" system have had to go along because almost all of the 
programs are compulsory and provide no choice to opt out. Most of the programs were adopted 
during the Great Depression and have been slowly and incrementally expanded into the leviathan 
government subsidies of today. 

If blame is to be assessed for this huge mess, then it should rest squarely on the shoulders 
of the liberal social planners. These are the folks who said personal responsibility is "unfair" and 
that one person is morally and legally "entitled" to live off the output of another. Liberals have 
gained immense political power by making claims that would put private sector executives in jail 
for fraud. These are the folks who designed the system of "income redistribution" from the 
ground up. Once they accepted that the police powers of the state should be used to forcibly take 
wealth from one group in society and give it to another, then inter-generational transfers were 
simply the next step, If it is okay to employ the government to steal from your neighbor, why not 
get the state to steal from your children? 

Impending Crisis 

So, the great liberal "safety net" has worked, at least for the time being. However, it 
appears that financial burdens will rapidly increase because of demographic trends, runaway 
Medicare and Medicaid costs, and the exhaustion of FDIC and Pension Benefit Corporation 
reserves. These factors will combine to intensify the fiscal crisis very soon and make 
generational equity one of the hottest political topics of our time. Investors should be aware that 
government has very little room to maneuver on the financial front. The social "safety net" no 
longer acts to stabilize the economy, but will become a great source of economic and political 
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instability. A financial crunch is unavoidable. Is there not a troubling moral question about 
laying our debts off on someone else, especially the defenseless young and unborn? Who is 
going to tell the children what we have done? What will they have to say to us when they find 
out? 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


BUSINESS REPORT 


Attack on Private Health 

The New York State Legislature recently passed a law which will force health insurance 
companies to charge all individual and small-group customers the same rates. The new law 
makes it illegal to set rates based on such traditional factors as age, gender, occupation, life-style, 
or medical history. 

In the past, following sound principles of insurance risk assessment, New York's 
commercial health insurers divided their customers into two categories: the statistically healthy 
(low risk) and the statistically unhealthy (high risk). Rates were then set accordingly. For the 
healthy customer group, commercial insurers were able to offer comprehensive policies at 
relatively low rates. However, some New Yorkers, including the elderly, heavy smokers, or those 
in high-risk jobs, either had to pay higher rates or turn to state-regulated non-profit health 
insurers such as Empire Blue Cross. 

By law, Empire Blue Cross must accept all applicants. Blue Cross argues that despite 
their tax and legal advantages, commercial companies have been able to woo away prime 
low-risk customers, leaving them with an increasingly concentrated pool of high-risk customers. 
As a result, claim the law's supporters, Empire Blue Cross has been loosing money in recent 
years, while private insurers have been reaping the profits. 

While still forcing a hefty premium tax, this so-called "level field" reform will compel all 
commercial insurers to abide by the same rules as non-profit insurers and accept anyone who 
applies. In addition, the new law will force all insurers to charge New Yorkers the same rates. 
The new system will use "community rating" to subsidize the rates of high-risk individuals while 
increasing costs to low-risk customers. To prevent price increases by commercial firms, the state 
will heavily regulate rates for the first 18 months of the reform. 

One New York commercial insurance broker told THE NEW AMERICAN that because 
of this law most private health insurance companies will simply stop doing business in New 
York. In Vermont, which adopted a similar law last year, more than 50 companies have already 
quit the state. This broker believes that the legislature's intervention is "a preliminary effort to 
establish a de facto socialized health insurance system in the state of New York." By regulating 
private health insurance firms out of the state, the stage will be set for a massive state bailout or 
direct takeover of Empire Blue Cross. "Their real goal," the broker added, "appears to be to 
create a massive breakdown in the health insurance system." This would provide an ideal crisis 
for the institution of a unified universal heath-care system in the state. 

Costs of the Disabilities Act 

In recent months this nation's employers have been mugged by reality as the costs of 
complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act have become more apparent. Under this 
federal law businesses with at least 25 employees must make "reasonable accommodation" for 
qualified disabled workers and job applicants. 

The problem with the Disabilities Act is that it was written with the potential for the 
broadest of interpretations, making it a litigation nightmare for many companies. To prevent a 
flurry of costly law suits, many firms are discovering that they will have to hire legions of 
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experts and attorneys to strive toward "reasonable" levels of compliance. 

In addition to forcing costly architectural changes (such as wider doorways, handicapped 
rest rooms, etc.), the Disabilities Act will radically alter hiring practices. For example, before 
making a job offer, firms will no longer be able to ask applicants about past treatment of mental, 
alcohol, or drug-abuse problems, past medical conditions, prior worker's compensation claims, or 
chronic absenteeism due to illness. 

Ultimately, the Americans with Disabilities Act is not about helping the disabled. Rather 
than permitting the disabled to make it on their own in the voluntary and benevolent private 
sector, this Act exploits the disabled, using them as an excuse to provide full employment for 
lawyers. Ironically, because consumers and businesses will be forced to pay higher costs, net 
economic opportunities will be reduced. As a result, the disabled themselves will suffer a loss of 
economic opportunity and be subject to more subtle (and legal) forms of discrimination. 

The "New Enemy" 

Gary Benoit, editor of THE NEW AMERICAN, has correctly dubbed the global 
environmental movement as the "new enemy." Through regulations, statutes, laws, and court 
orders, environmentalist fanatics have already succeeded in hamstringing the American 
economy. But just what is the cost of government intervention in the name of environmentalism? 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), created in 1970 by the Nixon 
Administration, presently has a staff of 18,000 and an annual operating budget of $4.5 billion. 
That is approximately one-seventh of the staff and one third of the spending of the federal 
government's total regulatory bureaucracy. 

The EPA estimates that since 1970 it has imposed more than $1.4 trillion (1990 dollars) 
in compliance costs on American industry. In 1990 the EPA estimated that it costs American 
taxpayers $115 billion a year to comply with federal pollution control regulations. This equals 
2.1 percent of the total GNP, in contrast to the 1972 EPA regulation costs, which were 0.9 
percent of the GNP. 

Broken down on an individual basis, this means that each year every American pays $450 
more in taxes and higher consumer prices, or about $1,800 for a family of four. The EPA 
projects that compliance costs will total another $ 1.6 trillion during the 1990s. And this does not 
even include the cost of complying with the 1990 Clean Air Act. 

Has all of this spending yielded impressive results? Hardly! One study conducted by the 
liberal Brookings Institution concluded that the adjusted reduction rate for several pollutants 
since the EPA's founding has actually been slower than it was during the 1960s when regulation 
was primarily on the state and local level. 

Rather than saving lives and creating a cleaner and safer America, the EPA has merely 
helped reduce living standards, destroy jobs, and limit future economic opportunities. 
Environmental regulation is green socialism. Indeed, it is the "new enemy"! 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


PROFILE A Moderate 
He's Not! 

In the early 1970s, when Senator Albert Gore, Jr. (D-TN) was a reporter for the Nashville 
Tennessean newspaper, he claimed that he had no interest in running for elective office. His 
colleagues suspected otherwise, so prepared a timetable for what they speculated would be his 
ascent to the White House. First, the House of Representatives by 1982 (he was elected to the 
House in 1976). Then, the Senate by 1992 (he made it in 1984). And finally, the Oval Office by 
the year 2000. As this year's vice-presidential nominee on the ticket headed by Arkansas 
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Governor Bill Clinton, Gore is splendidly positioned to vie for the presidency in 1996 should the 
Clinton-Gore team go down to defeat, or in 2000 should Governor Clinton be elected and serve 
two terms. 

A Record Liberal 

While Senator Gore has portrayed himself as a "raging moderate," his voting record 
marks him as easily the most liberal Southern senator, having compiled a pathetic average of 12 
on THE NEW AMERICAN'S Conservative Index of the present Congress. Only ultra-leftist 
Senator Alan Cranston (D-CA) falls lower (9). During his 16 years in Congress (eight in the 
House and nearly eight in the Senate), Albert Gore has accrued a dismal Conservative Index 
average of 19. 

Albert Armold Gore, Jr. was born on March 31, 1948 in Carthage, Tennessee. His father, 
Albert Arnold Gore, Sr., served in the House from 1939 to 1953, and in the Senate from 1953 to 
1971. 

Young Albert attended the exclusive St. Alban's Episcopal School for Boys in 
Washington, and in 1969 he received a bachelor's degree in government from Harvard 
University. The next year he married childhood sweetheart Mary Elizabeth Aitcheson (known as 
Tipper). 

Gore's first major personal crisis came in 1969 when he received a low draft-lottery 
number that assured that he would eventually be sent to Vietnam. Because he, like his father, 
opposed the war, young Albert considered dodging the draft by fleeing to Canada. There were, 
however, some powerful political considerations. Not only would dodging the draft undermine 
any future political plans of his own, but his father was embroiled in a tough reelection campaign 
that would surely be lost if the issue of a draft-dodging son surfaced. 

When all things were considered, Gore decided to enlist in the Army, and served for two 
years, including six months in Vietnam as a reporter for the engineer command's newspaper 
Castle Courier. 

Upon his return, Gore landed a job as a reporter with the Nashville Tennessean 
newspaper (which had long supported his father). One of his subsequent investigative stories 
exposed a zoning scandal that led to the conviction of a Nashville councilman on bribery 
charges. The councilman was sentenced to prison, but was granted probation on appeal, and 
served no jail time. Another person was indicted on the basis of Gore's reporting, but was not 
convicted. But in September 1987, during his presidential campaign, Gore told the Des Moines 
Register that he "got a bunch of people indicted and sent to jail" during his years as a journalist. 
He later apologized for that apocryphal claim, sheepishly explaining that it was the only time that 
he had alleged that more than one person had gone to jail. On other occasions, he had claimed 
that one person had been imprisoned, but as noted, that was also false. 

While working for the Nashville Tennessean, Gore attended divinity school and 
completed two years of law school at Vanderbilt University before dropping out to run for 
Congress. In 1976, Representative Joe L. Evins, who had served in the House since 1947, 
decided to retire. Without a moment's hesitation, Gore entered the race, won a nine-way primary, 
and coasted to victory with 93 percent of the vote. He was reelected three times, then ran for the 
Senate in 1984 after Republican Senator Howard Baker retired. He was handed the Democratic 
nomination without opposition, received 61 percent of the vote in the general election, and was 
reelected in 1990. Gore's current committee assignments include Armed Services; Commerce, 
Science and Transportation; Rules and Administration; and the Joint Committee on Printing. 

Presidential Ambition 
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During his 1988 presidential campaign, Gore initially attempted to generate support in 
Iowa, but gave up when the polls showed him in last place despite frequent visits to the state. He 
focused instead on the Southern-based "Super Tuesday" states. He captured five primaries and 
two caucuses, but his campaign failed to ignite outside the South, and he withdrew two days after 
finishing third in the New York primary. 

Although the Bush-Quayle campaign has been blistered by the liberal media for playing 
the "Willie Horton card" in 1988, the fact is that Gore himself was the first politician to raise the 
Willie Horton issue. Horton, a convicted killer, had brutalized and terrorized a Maryland couple 
during a prison furlough he had received from Massachusetts Governor Michael Dukakis. It was 
during the New York primary that Gore needled Dukakis about the Horton affair, mentioning 
Horton by name, something the Bush-Quayle ads did not do. 

Many observers expected Senator Gore to run for President this year, but he decided to 
stay out of the race on grounds that he did not "feel right" about leaving his family "to the extent 
that I would have to do so in a presidential campaign." He made it clear, however, that he "would 
like to be President" some day. 

The Environment 

Senator Gore is considered to be the leading (his critics would say misleading) 
congressional voice on environmental issues. During his years at Harvard, he was influenced by 
Professor Roger "Revelle, who first monitored rising amounts of carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere and warned of global warming. Although there is no actual evidence of a 
man-induced warming of the planet, and despite increasing evidence that the environment would 
be greatly enhanced (better agricultural production, less water consumption, etc.) if atmospheric 
carbon dioxide were to double or triple, Gore continues to claim (as he did during an 
Environmental Defense Fund symposium on May 17, 1991) that global warming is "the single 
most serious manifestation of the violent collision between industrial civilization as it's currently 
organized and the ecological system of this planet on which life as we know it depends." 

Gore led the Senate delegation to the recent United Nations Earth Summit in Brazil, and 
in his book Earth in the Balance: Ecology and the Human Spirit, which was published earlier 
this year, calls for a "Global Marshall Plan" which would, among other things, "require the 
wealthy nations to allocate money for transferring environmentally helpful technologies to the 
Third World and to help impoverished nations achieve a stable population and a new pattern of 
sustainable economic progress." It would also "require wealthy nations to make a transition 
themselves that will be in some ways more wrenching than that of the Third World," presumably 
"within a framework of global agreements that obligate all nations to act in concert." The Senator 
also advocates a Strategic Environmental Initiative (SEI) as "an environmental equivalent of the 
Strategic Defense Initiative," which would phase out "older, inappropriate technologies and at 
the same time develop and disseminate a new generation of sophisticated and environmentally 
benign substitutes." 

As the Los Angeles Times has noted, there is an "underlying spiritual theme" to Gore's 
book. At one point, he gives a bizarre twist to scriptural allegory by associating environmentalist 
"predictions of hurricanes 50 percent stronger than the worst ones today, due to the accumulation 
of greenhouse gases" with "the prophecy of Hosea: 'They have sown the wind, and they shall 
reap the whirlwind." He wonders why "our children believe that the Kingdom of God is up, 
somewhere in the ethereal reaches of space, far removed from this planet?" And he waxes 
eloquent with such convoluted observations as: "If we are made in the image of God, perhaps it 
is the myriad slight strands from earth's web of life -- woven so distinctively into our essence -- 
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that make up the 'resistance pattern’ that reflects the image of God, faintly." 

Senator Gore's apocalyptic view of the environment has had at least one salutary effect. 
Over the years he has voted for sugar price supports, but now opposes them, not because they are 
unconstitutional, but because he now realizes that they are environmentally destructive. He states 
that "in Florida, the destruction of the Everglades is being actively subsidized by taxpayers and 
consumers through artificial price supports for sugar -- a crop that otherwise would never be 
grown in that area. In fact, I myself have supported sugar price supports and -- until now -- have 
always voted for them without appreciating the full consequences of my vote." 

Other Issues 

¢ Persian Gulf War. Senator Gore was one of only ten Democratic senators to vote in 
favor of authorizing the use of force in the United Nations-guided war in the Persian Gulf. He 
delivered a speech that has been portrayed as an act of courage, but according to the Wall Street 
Journal for July 10, 1992, the night before the vote Gore "agonized with his staff and had all but 
decided to oppose the use of force. Only the next morning did the Tennessee senator ask for the 
speech supporting the war that is now hailed as an act of courageous non-conformity." 

¢ Friends and Enemies. In 1985, Gore was one of only three Southern Democrats in the 
Senate to oppose the repeal of the so-called Clark Amendment, which prohibited covert U.S. aid 
to anticommunists in Angola. At about the same time, he backed an unsuccessful motion to lift 
the U.S. embargo against the Sandinista regime in Nicaragua. And he consistently opposed 
military aid to the Contra guerrillas. In sharp contrast, he had voted in 1980 to provide $75 
million in aid to the Sandinistas as they were solidifying their power. 

¢ Gun Control. Senator Gore told the New York Times (April 11, 1988) that he favored 
"additional restrictions on handguns, with particular emphasis on the ones that are described as 
Saturday night specials." Asked if they should be registered, he replied, "Yes." He also declared 
that he supported "a waiting period or cooling-off period prior to the purchase of a handgun." 

Last year, after the Senate passed a crime-control bill that included a five-day version of 
the so-called Brady (waiting period) bill, Gore appeared at a press conference with Jim and Sarah 
Brady and effused: "We stand in awe of the determination they have brought to the task that they 
undertook to change the laws of this country. This day is their day and we salute them." The 
crime bill subsequently died due to irreconcilable House-Senate differences. 

¢ Abortion. The senator is pro-choice and opposes a constitutional amendment to ban 
abortions. He opposes the federal funding of the practice, but has said that states and 
communities should be allowed to finance abortion if they wish. On March 31, 1992, he voted to 
allow federal funding of experimentation on tissue from aborted fetuses. 

¢ Genocide Convention. Senator Gore voted for the UN's dangerous Genocide 
Convention on February 19, 1986. When the Convention was first proposed in the late 1940s, it 
listed political groups among those that were to be protected. The Soviet delegation to the UN 
objected -- and prevailed. By eliminating political groups from the definition of genocide, 
atrocities committed by the Soviets and other communist regimes against their own citizens 
would not fall under the scope of the Convention. Virtually all crimes of genocide committed by 
governments are for political reasons. Prior to final passage of the Convention, an amendment 
was offered to once again add political groups to those protected under the treaty. It was 
defeated. Senator Gore voted against it. 

¢ Foreign Aid. Senator Gore has consistently voted for the huge foreign-aid handouts 
which, when the interest on the money borrowed is factored in, exceed our entire federal debt of 
nearly $4 trillion. Most recently, he voted on April 1, 1992 for the $14.6 billion measure that 
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funds foreign aid at last year's level through the end of the current fiscal year (September 30th), 
except for a $270 million increase for UN "peacekeeping" operations. 

¢ Supreme Court. Senator Gore helped defeat Supreme Court nominee Robert Bork in 
1987, and also voted against the nomination of Justice Clarence Thomas last year. In between, he 
voted for Justice David H. Souter in 1990, and, though he was absent for the final vote, said he 
would have backed Justice Anthony M. Kennedy in 1988. Justices Souter and Kennedy recently 
shocked pro-life forces when they voted to sustain the High Court's 1973 Roe v. Wade abortion 
decision. The vote was 5 to 4. Justice Thomas voted to overturn Roe, as it is widely believed 
Judge Bork would have done. 

¢ Congressional Privilege. Congress has often placed itself above the laws that it 
imposes on the rest of the country by exempting itself from the onerous regulations and 
stipulations of such legislation. During consideration of last year's Civil Rights Act, an 
amendment was offered to repeal congressional exemption from sundry civil rights laws, but the 
proposal was defeated. Senator Gore voted against the amendment. 

* ok ** 

Writing in the New York Times for February 1, 1987, Senator Gore asserted that the 
"single most marked characteristic of the Reagan Administration is the mismatch between its 
words and reality -- a gap that is hard to explain except by incompetence or duplicity." Gore 
suffers from the same trait. Financial World for November 17, 1987 quoted him as saying: "I 
like competition. I love market forces. They can do things no government can do. They can sort 
out an amazing variety of problems -- and as the world economy becomes increasingly complex 
and interrelated, the effectiveness of competition versus directed policy becomes even greater." 
Commendable rhetoric, but his actions supporting government intervention and regulation at 
every turn drown it out. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


Tipper's Musical Crusade 


In 1985, Tipper Gore was thrust into the national spotlight after launching a crusade 
against obscenity and violence in rock 'n' roll lyrics. She co-founded (with, among others, Susan 
Baker, wife of Secretary of State James A. Baker HI) the Washington-based Parents Music 
Resources Center, a non-profit group whose stated goal was to educate parents and consumers 
about the music industry's lyrical pornography. She authored the book Raising PG Kids in an 
X-Rated Society. During testimony before the Senate Commerce Committee (of which her 
husband was a member), she recommended mandatory labeling for records with sexually explicit 
lyrics. 

But then her efforts began to backfire (Senator Gore received more negative mail about 
the issue than on any other subject), and political contributions and other support from wealthy 
Hollywood leftists began to dry up. Tipper promptly changed her tune, condemning the Senate 
hearing as "a mistake... that sent the wrong message" to the entertainment business. She 
distanced herself from the boycott of a department store chain, opposed a Maryland legislative 
attempt to impose a fine on rock records deemed pornographic, and criticized a San Antonio, 
Texas city council ban on obscene concerts. 

The dirty-lyrics controversy gave Mrs. Gore an aura of conservatism, even though she 
describes herself as being "moderate to liberal." The Boston Globe for November 10, 1987 
confirmed that her "own leanings are sometimes overstated. Although she has most often been 
cast as a crusading conservative because of her advocacy of warning labels on rock records, she 
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is more a feminist who sees a destructive influence on young people in heavy-metal music that 
presents women as the objects of sexual violence." 

Writing in The New Republic for December 7, 1987, Hendrik Hertzberg noted that 
"Tipper is an independent woman whose worries about porn and violence seem informed as 
much by feminism as by prudery. On the evidence of her book, she is even something of a closet 
Rolling Stones fan. She argues, for example, that the Stones' album Their Satanic Majesties 
Request and their song 'Sympathy for the Devil' are 'merely spiritual or literary allusions,’ an 
indulgence she withholds from more recent records with Mephistophelian themes." 

When The New Republic's Fred Barnes asked the senator if his children were allowed to 
watch MTV, he replied that the older children had permission to watch it. A 1988 Vanity Fair 
article by Gail Sheehy noted that "Gore still loves to go to raunchy comedy clubs." In addition, 
Gore has voted against attempts to bar the National Endowment for the Arts from promoting, 
producing, or disseminating obscene and/or pornographic projects with taxpayer money. 

-- R.W.L. 


Today's major media stories are filled with apocalyptic warnings of environmental 
devastation. Supposedly, if the human race foolishly continues on its present course, the planet 
will heat up, the sea levels will rise, the ozone layer will disintegrate, the tropical forests will 
vanish, and the "endangered earth" will become a largely uninhabitable wasteland. The major 
media usually fail to point out, however, that environmental doomsayers have been warning for a 
good many years now that impending catastrophe is just around the comer. 

The Past as Prologue 

In 1962, biologist Rachel Carson completed her best-selling book The Silent Spring, 
which not only provoked widespread fear over the use of pesticides, but is credited with having 
helped launch the modern-day environmental movement. Not one to mince words, Carson 
maintained in The Silent Spring that pollution caused by chemical pesticides initiates a "chain of 
evil" which "is for the most pan irreversible." This pollution, she warned, constitutes "the most 
alarming of all man's assaults upon the environment." 

As a consequence of the ensuing debate over DDT and other pesticides, a House 
subcommittee released a report in 1965 stating that The Silent Spring "created an atmosphere of 
panic, foretold an impending disaster and barely mentioned the immensely useful role played by 
pesticides in the U.S. economy." The Silent Spring, the staff of the agriculture subcommittee of 
the Appropriations Committee wrote, was "unscientific in (a) drawing incorrect conclusions 
from unrelated facts, and (b) making implications that are based on possibilities as yet unproved 
to be actual facts." 

The actual facts notwithstanding, the firestorm of controversy Carson's book helped spark 
eventually led to the banning of DDT in the U.S. and elsewhere with harmful consequences for 
man and the environment. Today, three decades after the publication of The Silent Spring, the 
problem that Carson called "the most alarming of all man's assaults upon the environment" has 
apparently been upstaged by concerns over global warming, ozone depletion, and deforestation. 

Wrong, Wrong, Wrong! 

Over the years, environmental luminaries have been wrong time and again. For example, 
Stanford University professor Paul Ehrlich predicted in his 1968 best-seller The Population 
Bomb: "In the 1970's the world will undergo famines -- hundreds of millions of people are going 
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to starve to death in spite of any crash programs embarked upon now." He also warned of severe 
water shortages: "[I]n 1984 the United States will quite literally be dying of thirst." 

In an article appearing in the September 1969 issue of Ramparts, Ehrlich considered 
what our world would be like in 10 years if present trends were allowed to continue. "By 
September 1979, all important animal life in the sea was extinct," he wrote in his grim scenario. 
"Large areas of coastline had to be evacuated, as windrows of dead fish created a monumental 
stink." 

Never mind that such fantastic scenarios did not occur on schedule; Paul Ehrlich and his 
wife Anne unabashedly coauthored a 1990 sequel to The Population Bomb entitled The 
Population Explosion. What's more, Paul Ehrlich is still viewed as an "expert" on population 
and the environment by the major media! 

During the first Earth Day event in 1970, environmentalists captured headlines by 
claiming that we were running out of time, much as they do now. The Environmental 
Handbook, which served as a manifesto for that event, stated unequivocally on its back cover: 
"1970's -- THE LAST CHANCE FOR A FUTURE THAT MAKES ECOLOGICAL SENSE." 
Inside, handbook editor Garrett De Bell reinforced this theme: "We thought that the one-month 
deadline for the writing was impossible, that we could easily spend a year on it. But a year is 
about one-fifth of the time we have left if we are going to preserve any kind of quality in our 
world." [Emphasis in original] 

Gaylord Nelson, the founder of Earth Day, declared as far back as 1963, "This is 
America's last chance." He presumably felt the same way in 1990, when he co-chaired Earth Day 
1990, the main umbrella group for that year's big event. 

Hot and Cold 

Environmentalists have blown hot and cold on the greenhouse effect. In April 1970, for 
example, University of California professor Kenneth E. F. Watt commented: "If present trends 
continue, the world will be about four degrees colder for the global mean temperature in 1990, 
but eleven degrees colder in the year 2000." The good professor explained that this problem of 
dropping temperatures is being caused by "the constantly increasing mass of smog-produced 
clouds all over the world." His remarks merited inclusion in Earth Day -- The Beginning, 
compiled by the group that coordinated the first Earth Day event and published later that year. 

In their 1970 resource book Population, Resources, Environment, Paul and Anne 
Ehrlich considered the possibilities of both global warming and cooling. Regarding the latter 
possibility, they wrote: "... should the south polar region get colder, the Antarctic ice cap could 
be destabilized by an increase in its thickness. As the weight of ice grew, the bottom layer would 
liquify, and much of the mass of the cap might slump into the Antarctic Ocean. The magnitude 
of such a disaster ... is difficult to imagine. It might produce a global tidal wave that could wipe 
out a substantial portion of mankind, and the sea level could rise 60-100 feet worldwide." These 
days, of course, environmentalists are predicting that the sea level will rise as a result of global 
warming, not global cooling. 

The forecasters of doom have been wrong in the past, and they are wrong now. 
Nevertheless, their scary scenarios do not have to be true -- only believed -- to convince the 
world that their authoritarian agenda for "saving the planet" must be implemented. 

-- GARY BENOIT 
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John F. McManus 


The newspapers, radio, television, and magazines are referring to the Clinton-Gore 
Democratic ticket as "moderate," and the candidates themselves have been working overtime to 
shed the tax-and-spend image that traditionally marks politicians of the Democratic persuasion. 
But the 1992 Democratic Platform calls for government-financed abortions at any stage of 
pregnancy, expanded child-care programs, higher taxes for the wealthy, new laws to protect 
homosexuals, socialized medicine, increases in the minimum wage, enormous expenditures for 
treating environmental problems that don't exist, more spending for housing, continued funding 
of the arts, and the creation of a national police corps. 

What's moderate about any of this? Nothing. More government, more federal power, and 
more programs add up to the same old liberalism that is to blame for our nation's economic 
travails. 

Thank You, Mr. Quigley 

In his 54-minute marathon acceptance speech, candidate Clinton attempted to portray 
himself as a family-oriented regular guy. Conscious of the negative image he earned because of 
revelations about his philandering, avoiding military service, and smoking marijuana, he sought 
to distance himself from his "Slick Willie" image, to become instead everyone's delightful 
neighbor. 

Clinton also took the opportunity to unveil his new approach to government -- a "New 
Covenant" as he called it -- and thanked former Georgetown University professor Carroll 
Quigley, who served as an inspiration to him and helped form his political outlook. Quigley, who 
died in 1977, authored the 1,300-page history entitled Tragedy and Hope, in which his 
admissions proved to be embarrassing to the modern leaders of a huge conspiratorial network 
attempting to control the world. The activities of this group of bankers, politicians, media 
luminaries, educators, and manipulators were described in detail by Quigley, not because he 
opposed their efforts, but because he enthusiastically supported them. 

After noting the behind-the-scenes dominance of the Eastern Establishment's Council on 
Foreign Relations over the affairs of our nation, Quigley wrote: 

I know of the operations of this network because I have studied it for twenty years and 

was permitted in the early 1960s to examine its papers and secret records. I have 

no aversion to it or to most of its aims and have, for much of my life, been close 

to it and to many of its instruments .... my chief difference of opinion is that it 

wishes to remain unknown, and I believe its role in history is significant enough 

to be known. 

Clinton's Connections 

Obviously, Bill Clinton was introduced to Quigley's book as a college student at 
Georgetown. From Georgetown, Clinton went off to England as a Rhodes scholar. Interestingly, 
Quigley's book gave Cecil John Rhodes much of the credit for conceiving and bankrolling the 
origins of the "network" he describes. 

From the Rhodes Scholar program, Bill Clinton went to Yale Law School and then back 
to Arkansas. In record time he became the governor of Arkansas, and was quickly provided 
memberships in both pillars of the Establishment, the Council on Foreign Relations and the 
Trilateral Commission. If you want a glimpse into what Bill Clinton has in mind for America, 
Carroll Quigley's 1966 book will supply it. It is not what any true American wants for himself or 
the country. 

But George Bush also has long-standing ties to the Council on Foreign Relations and the 
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Trilateral Commission, and has filled his Administration with hundreds of their members. The 
1992 election's main candidates, therefore, should be considered allies, not opponents. Each is an 
agent of a "network" that intends to rule the world. Carroll Quigley let the cat out of the bag in 
1966, and his revelations have helped many to understand that a conspiracy does indeed exist. 
Let's hope that Bill Clinton's mention of his mentor helps many more arrive at the same 
understanding, so this conspiracy can be exposed and its grip on our nation can be broken. 


This commentary is also syndicated by the John Birch Society Features. 
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